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Chapter 1 
Introduction 



Written Indij;idualized Edut:ation Programs (lEP^) *for .all handicapped 
children are required by the Education for All Handicagfied Children Act of 
1975 (as amended by P.L. 93-380 and P.L. 94-142). ^ Section 618(d) of the Act , 
also requires that .a' national survey be conducted to de^'ribe lEPs in ortjer to 
assist Congress in evaluating the usefulness of thes^ documents . As a result^ 
the Bureau of Education for the Handicapped (now* the' Of f ice of Special Educa- 
tion within the De^jartment of Ed^cation)^ USOE^ contracted with. the Research 
TrTangle Institute (RTI) to design and conduct a survey of the properties and 
contents of lEPs* ^ . " ■ ' , . 

The contract to design and .conduct the lEP survey was awarded in three 
one-year pttases. The first phase (October 1^ 1977* to September "30^ 1978) 
involvexl the survey design; the second phase (October 1^ 1978 to September 30^ 
1979) covered the actual conduct of the survey^ from sample selection through 
the preliminary Uata analyses; ^nd the third phase (October 1^ 1979 to Septem- 
ber 30, 1980) covered final data analyses 'and reporting. The results of the 
one-year> design phaSe are present^ in" the final report of Phase I activities.^ 

^he results of Phase II and III activities are described in a five-volume 
report entitled^ A National Survey of Individualized Programs (lEPs) for Handi- 
capped Children . Voli^e I is an executive summary of the survey methodology 
and findings. Volume III describes the properties and consents of lEPs pre- 
pared for, the target population of the Basic SurVey. Volumes IV and V present 
the findings of the Retrospective Longitudinal Sul?study and State/Special 
Facility Sub^tudy, respectively* This volumie Volume II ^ describes the survey- 
b^cRground^ objectives^, methodology^ and instrumentation. 

Subsequent sections of. this chapter provide a brief background for the 

* ■ 

present research (Section L)) state the objectives of the survey (Section 11)^ 
overview the activities undertaken prior to designing of ttTe national survey 
(Section^ II I ) , and outline the organization of the remainder of Volume II 
(Section IV). 



^ Pyecha^ J* N*, et al. Design of" a National Survey of Individualized 
^ ^ducation Programs (lEPs) for Handicapped Children , Research Triangle Park^ 
N.C: Research Triangle Institute^ November 1978. '—^ 
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* . -Handicapped cblldreQ in the Uitited States historically have been dei;)ied 
the opportunity for a fr&e public education.^ Because of physical, mental, or 
emotional disabilities, n^ny children have * received less educational oppor- 
tunity than thei^^nonhandicapped peers and s^me have been totally dehied any 
formal educational experiences. ^ . ^ 

The enactment of the Education for Al'l Handicapped Children Act of 1975 
(as amended by P*.L. 9i^^80 and Pt^L/ 94-142) marks th»*most recent and sweeping 
gain inthe right of handicapped children to a free and appropriate public 

'education. This Landmark legislation requires full educational opportutlities 
for all school-aged handicapped children, including those iiow housed in insti- 
tutions. Handicapped children are defj^ned as mentally retarded, hard of 
hearing,^ de'af , spMch impai red , visually handicapped , seriously emotionally 
disturbed , orthopedically impaired , and other health impaired childreTH or 
children nith specific learning dis^bil ities who by ^ reason thereof , require 
special education and related services/' ^Section 602 (1) of P,L* 94-142)* 
'The Act specifics a number of activities that sdhools must engage in to 
insure that these children receive a free, appropriate public education. F^r 
example, it requires group deci&ioty-making .regarding the needs of the c^ild 
and the most appropriate' placement foif* the/child; it requires that an IE"P be 
developed for each child identified as needing special edu^atio(i and related 
services; it requires schools to notify parents, include th^m in the decision- 
making process, and provide them with an opportuaity to a hearing if they are 
dissatisfied with the decision, FurthermoVe, it requires that each child be 
provi^ied w^th educational services in the least restrictive ^environment , . The_ 
first service priority is for all those handicapped' children not -presently 
served; the second priority is for those ^severely haadicappe^d children ^f^^^^ 
inadequately seryed, ^ ' ' ' jm 

^BEH has been given the responsibility for administering .the law, Jor 

/ 

evaluating the implementation of the law* and for providing tljp. Congress with 

' ' it ' ^ 

an annual' report of progress in implementation, - State Education Agencies 
(SEAs) have primary responsibility for compliance with the Act* 

^ Although the Act addressee education of t^ h^tidicapped at the school 
district level, it also recognizes education appropriate to-individual childre 
as the primary criterion for coi!fplj.ance through its rgquicements for lEP^.* 
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JEPs are a yornerstone of the ''appropriate public education" mandated by 
P.L. 94*1A2, House Report 9A-332 on the authorizing legislatiPn stated that 

'the pre^ription for such ^ program responded to three tenets; .the first 
statiiig that each child requires an educational plan, that i* tailored to 
achle^ his or' her maximum potential; the second stating that all principals 
in the child's educational environinent should ^ave* the opportunityToi( input* 
in the development of such' a program; the third s'ta^nfe that individualization 
' m^ans specifics and timetables for those specifics, and the need for periodic 
• review of those spetif ics-^all of^^ which produce greatly .enhanced fiscal and * 
educational accountability" (p. 13 of House Report 9A-332h These tenets 
provide ^^the' rationale for, and underscore the importance of lEPs in, the 
concept of education that Is the essence of P.L- 9A*1A2* * 
^ ' The law requires that the progifam be a written statement for each handi* 
capped child which includes: (a) a statement of the present levels of educa^ 
tional ^performance of such child, (b) a statement, of annual goals, including 
short-teoR instructioiial objectives, (c) a statement of the^specific educa* 
tional services \o be^provided to such child, and the extent to which such 
child will be able to participate in, regular educational programs^ (d) the 

- projected date for initiatioa and anticipated duration of such services, and*' 
(e) appropriate otrjective crite»ria and evaluation procedures and schedules for 
determinihg, op at least an annual basis, wEether instructional objectives are 
being meL (Section 602 "of the Education f9r A^ Handicapped Children Act, of 
;975;[P.l/9A-1A2]). .^ ■ ^ ^ ,' . , 

While the Act specifies the basic content required for the lEP and the 
basic procedures for its^ development, it- leaves considerable discretion to the 
state and/or, to the local school districts as to fonnat and specificity. For 
example, the contents of the lEP may be broadly or specifically stated*, they 
may cotrtain <^ne goal statement, or several goal statements; tHey may contain 
objectives stated in general terms , or in measurable behavioral terms. ' lEPs 

^(fljay vary considerably in length and in the number pf persons involved in their 
development* They may come in, a variety of formats, and they i^ay vary in the 
extent: *to which their formats are comm^^n within a schbol, school district, or 
state* * ^ ^ . 

Because o-f potential variability in ^^<3rcal implementation of the lEP . 
mandate and because of its ceirtrality to the Act, Section 618(d) of P,L, 
9A-1A2 specifife^ that '\--the Commissioner shall^ponduct a statistically valid 
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survey for assessing the effectiveness of individualized education progr:ains. / 
The intent of the national survey described herein was to respond to thjLs 
reqairement by assessiag the nature and extent of this potential variability 
in local iiDplementation of the lEP mandate.. - * - 

> 

■ • II. OBJECTIVES OF THE .EEURVEY 

Since little is known about the state-of*the-art across the nation rela- 
tive to the properties and contents of lEPs and the projcess whereby they are 
developed, the major objective of the national survey was to describe the 
properties and content of lEPs prepared for a rfational sample of handicapped 
students in the 48 contiguous United States . As secondary puTposes , the 
nartional, survey was designed to: (a) identify those factors tUat are asso- 
ciated with variations in the properties and content of lEPs; (b) provide 
|||^riptive information .about the tai:get population, the nature of and setting 
for the special education services provided to this population, and the process 
whereby lEPs are developed; (c) assess changes in significant properties of 
lEPs from one year to the next; and Xd) provide insights into the extent to 
which the services actually provided to handicapped students coincide wiith 
those specified in their lEPs* 

^ iu\ DESIGN-RELATED ACTIVITIES 

During the first year of ^e^study (1 OCtdber 1977 to 30 September 1978), 
four major activities were undertaken to ob'tain the background information 
required, to deve'lop and test a strategy for assessing the content and proper- 
ties of lEPs and to design a national survey in which such an lEP assessment 
scheme can be appl^ied; i*e*, (a) a review of related literature was conducted, 
(b) exploratory site visi^ts were made to selected public schools and state/ 

4 

Special , facilities in five states, (c) copies of lEPs and supporting documen* 
tation, collected during the exploratory site visits for a sample of st^idents 
served by the site-'visited public schools and state/ sp'ecial facilities, were 
analyzed^ and (d) enrollment data for all .public s*chools in the nation (in* 
^eluding those special schools administered by public school systems to serve 
handicapped students) were exti'acted from a machine-readable data file prepared 



by the Curricalum Information Center (CIC)^ and analyzed to provide information 
related to sample design^ ^ These activities are overviewed below; a ijetailed 
description is presented in the Phase I report, (see fo'otnote 1). 

A- Literature Review 

A review and^ analysis of relevant literature, was conduct^^d and a "file of 
%hese materials Vas established^ 'Brief summaries of each paper or. report^ . 
included in the file w^re prepared and distributed to each member of the study 
team to acquaint them with general topics^ addressed in ,the literature . 
Materials were arranged in a project file corresponding to the major included 
topical ^reas and were filed for easy access by study team members through a 
centralizeii checkout system* * ^ ■ " 

B< Exploratory Site Visits 

Members* of the RTI study team made site visits to SEAs, Local Education 
Agencies (LEAs) , and state /special facilities in a total of five states 
(Alabama* Hinnesota* Nevada* North Carolina* and Pennsylvania) to: (l) obtain 
background information for designing "the aurvey; (2) explore various approaches 
for selecting student sainples; f ield*test* drafts of the four question* 
naires developed for the study (Student Characteristics Questionnaire, School 
Characteristics Questionnaire, School District Characteristics Questtonnaipe, 
and State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire); and (4)" obtain a 
sample of lEPs for use in developing and testing a scheme for evaluating Jtii^ir 
properties and content. 'A total of 5 SEAs, 11 LEAs, and 9 state/special* 
facilities were visited by two- or three*person teams. 

SEA and LEA site visits were made over a period of three months (December 
1977-February 1978); state/special facilities were visited in Jjune 1978. The 
site-visit teams spent one-half to one day at each SEA, two and one-half to 
three days at a total of two or three LEAs in each state, and one'half to one 
day at each state/ special facility discussing the lEP process with involved* 
personnel, obtaining a sample of IEPs,^and field-testing. th^ questionnaires. 

In addition to d^scussing^ the lEP process with involved personnel and 
fie Id- testing the questionnaires , the site -vis it team members selected and 

^ Curijiculuia Information Center, Incorporated, 600 Ross Building", ^1726 
Champa Strfeet, Denver, Colorado, 80202. 



reproduced a sample of lEPs at eacb &ctiool or^faeility. This lEP collection 
activity served. .as a field t^st of procedures for sampling, collecting, and 
reproducing lEPs at school sites. T'urttiennore , these collected lEPs were used 
to develop*and X^st, the ap^toach for describing and assessing the properties 
and content of lEPs/- ^ ■ ' . 

A total sample of .^7^ IER&, and their supporting documentation, were 
either reproduced (less"^ any ^teiTsonally identifiable iaformation) and brought 
hack to RTI by the site^visit teams, or . Reproduced by school personnel and 
mailed -directly to RTX, Of tkis; total, 2f5 were collected in puttlic schools; 
the remaining 63 were collected in state/special facilities. 

Puhlic school Children for^whom the 215 'lEPs ia this sample were devel^ 
oped wei?e enrolled in a total of 64 schools located in 17 LEAs (-some lEPs were 
obtained at the "district level for schools that were not, visited) across 4 
states* These IEPs**were prepared by a total of 117 different special educa- 
tion teacher^. One hundred of the students in the lEP sample attended rural 
schools^ 97 ati:enddd urban schools^, and 18 attended suburban 'sch<>ols. When 
classified by handicapping conditj^on, the 215 students were distributed as 
follow5t: 28 TMRs; 65 EMRs; 17 PMRs;*2 visually impairedy 14 speech impaired; 
2 orthopedically impairexl; 3 hearing impaired;^^JL deaf /blind*, 51 learning 
disabled; and 32 multiply handicappedi 

The lEPs collected for the 6^ stud6nP&-*in state/special fa^cilities repre- 
sented nine .iacilities across four states. These facilities served students 
with a variety o£ handicapping conditions ^,e., cerebral palsied, emotionally 
disturbed, blind , de^f , mentally ^retarded , and. multiply, handicapped) , 

C; Analysis of lEPs 

Twp types "of analyses were conducted on the lEPs collected during the 
site visits. Th^ f ir^t was' a r^ter^nst rumen t reliability substudy ; t^he 
secoQd was a variance component substudy, 

The rater/instrument reliability substudy played a major irole in the 
development of the lEP assessment scheme (i*e.^* the lEP Evaluation Checklist), 
The primary objectives of tttis substudy were to; (1) verify the estimate of 
time required per lEP to compleife the lEP Evaluation Checklist, (2) identify * 
problem items so that necessary madif ications ^coald be^ade to the checklist, 
and/or to the iiistructions for Using the checklist,* (3) assess tfie viability 
Qf the lEP Evaluation Checklist as a method foe sumraariz.ing survey data related 



to tbe prop^rti^s ai^d cont'ents ot -I^Ps/ and (4) provide data to assist in 
determining the pptltaum rater type*tiJvijse ^for/the survey. ^ * " - 
To accomplish these 'objectives ^. six different persons used the initial 
draft of the lEP Evaluation ''Checklrst to describe and/or rate the key proper- 
ties .of a sample of 64 lEPs*! ^ These, key ,propel:ties w&re identified with the 
assistance of 6£H pefsodael and other experts in t^ provision of special 
education for Various handicapping' conditi<>ns,; f.g^f Dr. RD|iald Wiegerink 
(University of North Carolina-Chapel Hill and .a specialist id behavior disor-'-- 
ders ^ emotional disturbances , and severe and multiple handicaps**especially 
autism)^ Dr, John Pelosi (University of Norfh Carolina-Chapel Hill and a 
specialist in educable mentally retarded and eniotii^tial disturbances), Mr. Jon 
Miller (University pf N^rth Carolina-Chapel Hill and a specialist in provision 
of programs for 'educable and trainable mentally retarded)^ and Dr. Lucy T. 
Davis (Duke University and a specialist in learning disabilities, emotional 
disturbances, and programs for exceptional children), .The degree of agreement 
in the codes allied to each of the checklist' items by the six raters was 
analyzed. Items that ha<} low inter-rater reliability were either revised^ 
excluded from the checklist, or supported with additional instructions and 
definitions* The result^' ol this substudy substantiated the checklist as a ^ 
viable *EDethod for assessinjg, the propertied and contents of lEPs^ and indicated 
that the checklist cDuld be applied ef f ectivelj^ by trained junior professionals, 
Appllt:atlon c!f the checklist* required approximately 25 minutes per lEP. 

. *The secon(} substudy. the variance component sub study > was conducted to 
obtain estimates of the variance in the properties and contents of lEPs^ as 
^measured by eleven key lE^* Evaluation Checklist items responses, that occurs 
"within" and "between** schools and LEAs. For this substudy, a professional 
staff person used the H key lEP Evaluajjfton Checklist items to rate each of 
the 2X5 lEPs that were collected from public school^* The checklist item 
responses were keyed into computer-readable fotmats and appropriately analyzed. 
The results ^suggested ^hat most (Tf the variance in lEP Evaluation Checklist 
responses pertaining to lEP properties and togtent^ could be expected to occur 
between LEAs, indicating that a national sample of students should be distri* 
buted across a large niunber of schools and LEAs (as opposed to-'being clustered 
within a relatively small nuihber of schools). , 
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^D. Analysis of Enrollment Data in CIC File^ - > / \ 

The CIC files contain data reflecting enrollment and grade classification 
for every public s'chool in the nation> In additioa, the filers furnish a roeans^ 
of identifying special education schools as well as regular public schools 
that provide special classtoom(s) for the handicapped (by eleroeirtary and high' 

" sjchool) • . ' ^ ' . * 

EnrpLlment data were extracted from these files at the public school-r 
district level and cross-classified by district size and presence of the eight 
possible configurations in the district (i-e* , districts having or not hafving 
special education schools; eleiaentary -sc^iool(s) having or not having special 
classroom^^i^ for the handicapped; and high school(s) having or not having 
special' classroom(s) for the handicapped. Similar cross*tabulations were made 



on 



enrollments in schools) , Xn both instanc'es , national and state*le\el 



summaries were pr^ared. 

These enrollment data provided a convenient vehicle for introducing 
stratification into the sample design and for quantifying the expected number 
of sample students by type of school'. In, addition, they facilitated the ' 
proportional *al locations of students to special education versus reg,ular~^ 
schools. " 



IV. ORGANIZATION OF THE REMAINDER OF VOLUME II 



Chapter 2 provides an overview of the national survey, delineating the 
bafeic survey from its two companion substudies. Included In this overview is 
a specif icatioi> of the target population for, and the questior^s-"'^ be addressed 
by, the basic survey and each of its substudies. ' ^ 

Chapter 3 presents a detailed listing of the major questions addre-ssed by 
the national survey. 

t Chapteif A overviews the sampling procedures used in the survey and intro- 
duces sampling error considerations related to the survey. findings. 

Chapter 5 provides a brief description of the instrumentation usbd in the 
national survey. * . 

Chapter 6 overviews the procedures used to collect and process the survey 
data* Included ^in his chapter is the methodology used to complete the lEP 
checklists to suimnarize t'he major properties and contents of the lEP documents 
that were collected* ' * 



do 
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Chapter 7 describes the analytic tasks and the criteria used to determine 

th'e educational and sta.tistbical significance of survey findings. 

* I ' 

Supplementary information and materials for all four volumes oi this 
repc5rt are appended as .follows: - 

Appendix A* Specific D^talls^on Implementation of Sample Desiifn 

Appendix B* Computation of Sampling Weights > Adjustment for Nonrefeponse^ and 

Standard Errors 
Appendix C; lEP Evaluation Checklist ^ 

*Appeiidix Student Characteristics Questionnaire and Data-of*Record Form 4 
Appendix E. School Characteristics Questionnaire, and Pa^a-of-Record Form 2 ' 
Appeadix School District Characteristics Qtfefstioanalre and Data'of^Record 
Form 1 

1 m 

Appendix " State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire and Data* 
^ , of-Record Form 3 



' ^Appendix H, 
Appendix I . 
Appendix J« 



Append 
, Appendix L, 
Appendix 

Append 
Append 



Appendix P. 



X K. 



Level 2 SUbstudy Protocol 
Sampling Information ProtocaA * 

Letter from Bureau of Education for the Handicapped to Chief 
State School Officers 

Comirmation Letter to State Education Agencies 
Local Education Agency Contact Letter , v 

Summary Description of the National Survey of Individualized 
Education Programs ' * 

X NT Conf identiality-of'Data Statement 

Memorandiim for the File . - * " ' 



X 0, 



Procedu]^ Followed in Completihg lEP Evaluatioiy Checklist 



\ 
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* Chapter 2 



\ g&q^r^l Degcrrpjtiion of the National Survey 



> GENERAL 



Th4 National Survey x>l lEPs consists of a Basic Survey and two special 
sUbstudies:^ a^ St^a*t^Special Facility Substudy and, a Retrospective Longitudinal 
Substudy, The Basic Survey focused on a series of basic question's related to 
the lEFs and characteristics of handicapped students in public schools admin- ^ 
istered by a local education agency (LEA), and to the type and service setting 
of the special- educational services^ they received (as specified in tjie lEPs) , 
The St^te/Speclal Fa(?ility Substudy addressed a similar set of questions about 
handicapped students in non-^LEA administered schools and facilities , The 
Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, which consisted of two levels, was an 
exploratory substudy designed to provide insights into changes that occur over 
time the properties and contenJts of IEFs« Level 1 of the Retrospective 
Longitudinal Substudy addressed a question about changes that occur in sig-^ 
nifj^cant properties of lEFs that have been prepared within the same LEA for 
the target^ population ovet two- consecutive years; Xevel 2 of this substudy 
addressed answers to questions about;' (a) the nature of special education 
services actually received over two consecutive years, (b) the degree to which 
the type of services ?ejceived coincidetl with those specifijsd ih lEFs^ (c) the 
knowledge that stiideats ^d their parents have about the I£Fs , and (d) 
type of personnel who '^participate in the development of lEPs* 

This chapter provides an overview of the Basic Survey and these two 
substudies. ' The, general questibns they were designed, to address (which are 
listed in subsequent sections of this chapter) were developed jointly by BEH 
staff a(id the RTI project team, - As such} they represent the concerns and 
information needs expre&sed various BEH staff personnel* Answers to these 
questions will provide data for the Commissioner's Annual Report to Congress, 
as well as for helping to meet the basic inforpiation needs of those concerned 
with administering, implementing, a^d , monitoring P,L« 94*142 at , state and 
Federal levels. Also, answers to these questions partially address three ^of 
the six questions identified in the BEH evaluation^^plan for P*L, 94-142; Are 
we Serving the 'intended beneficiaries?' In what s'^tting are the beneficiaries 
being served? What. services are being provided to beneficiaries? » 



11. THE BASIC SURVEY yif. 

31 The major objective of t^Le Basic Survey was to descrj^b^ the properties 
and contents of a national sample of lEPs; secondary obj^CWives included the 
identif icatioa of factors associated with variations In tsh^ ' properties and 
content of lEPs, and the provision of descriptive inforroabion about the handl* 
capped students^being served, the nature of *the services they received and the 
settings in which the 'services were prdvided^ a-nd the process whereby their 
lEPs were developed. More specifically, the Basic Survey was intended to 
provide answers to ten Questions* 4 

a) What do lEPs.look like?, ^ , 

b) What kinds of information do lEPs contain? 

c) How is information presented in lEPs? 

d) Who participates in the development and approval of lEPs? 

e) . What types of special education and relate(i^ services are specified 

in lEPs? 

f) How informative and intetnally consistent are lEPp?' 

g) In wha-t service settings, and for' ffhat proportion of the academic 
week, ^do students receive special education services? 

h) What are the characteristics of students who have lEPs and are ' 
enrolled in public schools, and of the schools and school disti^icts 
in which they are ^nrolled? 

i) How do the types, ^rvice settings, and amounts of special education 
services specifiediin lEPs vary by selected student, school, and 
school district characteristics? 

j) How do« t^e formats, properties^ contents^ and development processes 
of lEPs vary by selected student, school, and school district char- 
actefistics? ' ^ 

The target population toy the Basic Survey was all x:hildren in 47 of the 
48 contiguous United States (New Mexico was excluded) and the District of 
Columbia who were, as of 1 December 1978: (a) between the ages of "3 and 21, 
inclusive; (b) enrolled in a public elementary or secondary school admi^is* 
tered by a local education agency; and (c) cla'ssified by their place of en- 
rollment as being handicapped and receiving special education and related 
services^ ' * f 

The Basic Survey involved photocopying the lEPs oF^ and obtaining related 
descriptive information for, 2,657 public school students from 507/scho,ols in 
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208 school districts, A trained survey specialist visitedkeach School in the 
sttrvey sample to select the student sample and to complete these data collec* 
tion activities^ After' selecting the sample of students (and before leaving 
the school site), the survey specialist photocopied 'each student's lEP (delet* 
ing any personally identifiable information) ^ distributed a Sclla^l Character- 
istics Questionnaire to the priQjcipal and a Student Characteristics Question* 
naire to the teacher primarily responsible for preparing each student's lEP^ 
collected and scan-edited the completed questionnaires from the principal and 
teachers^ and placed a unique ID number on each IE? and questionnaire. The 
survey specialist also had a School District Characte r is tics Questionnaire 
complete^d at the district level, 

W}ien-data collection was completed in a sampled LEA) all completed mater* 
ials were returned to for further processing. As these materials arrived 
a,t RTI , they were entered into a data receipt and control system. The proper* 
ties and contents of each lEP were described by applying an IE? Evaluation 
Checklist at RTI, thus generating a set of coded checklist responses for each 
.lEP. These coded checklist forms, along with all questionnaire items, were 
edited manually, keyed int^o machine*readablef files^^ machine edited, weighted 
properly, and fonnatted for subsequent analyses. The descriptive measures 
generated through these analyses are population estimates based on the analysis 
of properly weighted sample data. Estimates of the standard errors associated 
with these population were also computed. 

III. THE STATE/SPECIAL FACILIl^ SUBSTUDY 

The objectives of ^e State/Special Facility Substudy were similar to the 
objectives of the Basic* Survey except that the focus was on handicapped stu* 
dents in "state/ispecial facilities"* rather ^:han in pifbli^c elementary or 
secondary schools. ' * 



^ For purposes of this study, "state/special facilities" are defined to 
include (1) non-LEA administered schools listed in the CIC Directory (Curri- 
culum Information Center, Incorporated, 600 Ross Building, 1726 Champa Street, 
Denver, Colorado, 80202), (2) Institutions receiving P,L: 89-313 funds (accord- 
i^g^to the third annual report of the United States Commissioner of Education 
on Uses of State Administered Federal Education Funds ); and *(3) i^titut^^ons 
included in the Office of Civil Rights list of such institutions that was 
constructed in the fall of 1978. * , / ^ 
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specifically, the State/Special Facility substudy was intended to prPvide 
answers to five questit>ns: 

a) What are the answers to the first six Basic Survey questions (ques- 
tions a-f in Section II' above) for the' lEPs of students served in 
state/special, facilities? 

b) What are the characteristics of stpddnts receiving special education 
services in state/ special facilities and of the facilities inv which 
they are enrolled? 

c) How, do the types of special education services specified in lEPs 
vary by selected student characteristics? 

d) How do the format, properties, contents^ and development process of 
lEPs vary by selected student characteristics? 

e) How do the answers' *to the first six Basic Survey questions for 
studentG served in public schools differ from answers to the same 
questi^s for students ,served in state/special facilities? 

JChe target population for the State/Special facility Substudy was all 

children enrolled in a state/special facility in US^ot the 48 contiguous 

I 

United States and the District of Columbia (New Mexico and Nevada were ex- 
eluded) who were, as of 1 December 1978, between the ages of 3-21. 

The State/Special Facility Substudy was conducted in conjunction with the 
Basic Survey by including^ saiople of 550 students who were served ia a total 
of 73 state/ special facilities (approximately 8 students were selected from 
each facility). With i>ne minor exception, all procedures and schedules for 
collecting, processing, a^lyzing, and reporting data for the Basic Survey 
were applicable to this - substudy . The exception is that the 'School Character- 
istics Questionnaire -and School District Characteristics Questionnaire were 
replaced by a State/Special Facility Characteristics (Questionnaire to collect 
information on the pertijient characteristics ot state/ special facilities 
required for descriptive and reporting purposes, , / ^ 

IV. DESCRIPTION OF THE JflETROSPECTIVE LONGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY^ 

The Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was conducted at two levels. The 
first level involved a subsaaf^le of 796 of the 2^57 students included in the 
Basic Survey who had lEPs ,[Arepared by schools within the same LEA for two 
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consecutive school years\. ' ^This subs ample was spread over 432 of the 507 
schools in the Basic Survey. sample. The second level involved a subsample of 
61 of the 796 students included in the Level 1 sub^mple. These 61 students 
were selected by taking one student^from each of 61 sample sct^ools in 25 LEAs. 

As noted previously, the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy was designed 
to be an exploratory substudy to lay the groundwork for future studies pf the 
progress made in iioplementing the lEP mandates of P.L. 94-142^ However, the 
size of the Level 1 Substudy Sample was adequate for computing national esti* 
mates based on the sample data in ord&r to detect shifts of reasonable magni- 
tude from one year to the next ip the prevalence and characteristics of key 
properties of lEPs for the target population. On the other hand, the small 

ir 

size of the subsaiDple for the Level 2 Substudy did not pemit sufficient 
precision^ for making national estimates of its findings. Nevertheless* the 
Level 2 Substudy was adequate for providing a general indication of the rela- 
tionships that it was designed to investigate. r 

A, Level 1' Substudy - - ' ^ 

The objective of the Level 1 Substudy wds to assess changes occurring 
from one year to the next in: (1) the properties and contents of lEPs, 
(2) the prcteess whereby they were developed, and (3) the nature and setting of 
the special services thay specify as being provided* That is, the Level 1 
Substudy answered the following question: '^What is the difference between two 
consecutive school years in the answers to the first seven Basic Survey ques^ 
tions (see Sectioti. II above) for the same students?"* To achieve this purpose 
the lEP from the preceeding year was collected and analyzed along with the lEP 
for the current year for each of the students included in the subsample* 
Collection of dat^a at each school was completed in conjunction with the Basic 
Survey, inducting completion of a Student Characteristics Questionnaire by the 
special education teacher from the preceeding year--provided he/she was still 
with the school system* 

B. Level 2 Substudy 

The objectiAf^ of the Level 2 Substudy vere to supplement the information 
obt^ned in the Level 1 Substudy with information about the special education 
and related services aTctually received by handicapped students, and to assess 



the degree to which the services actually provided coincide with those sped-, 
fled in the lEPs . More specifically, the Level Z Substudy provided answers to 
four question^: 

1) What Is ti;ie* nature of the special education and related services 
'th^t students In the subsai EpIe ^ actually received? 

2) Hpw do the special education services actually received by students 
^in the subsample compare to those 'specified In their" lEPs? 

3) How knowledgeable are. parents (guardians) about the IfPs of their 
children (wafds)?^^ 

4) • What personnel provide what proportion of the lEP developmental 

effort? 

To answer these questions , It was necessary to Interview teachers and 

other relevant school personnel for Information about the types of services 

each student In the sample received, or was recelvlrrg, during the two-year 

time frame covered, by the lEPs. Pertinent Information also was obtained by 

reviewing each student* s school records , interviewing his/her parents , and 

studying his/her current special education program. These interviews, obser- 

vationsy etc+, were conducted in each school district by the same data collect 

* 

tion team that was responsible, .for collecting the Basic Survey data for that 
district. All data were collected during a sitrg^le site visit. 

^ The special , education and related services received by each student 
during each year of the two*year period was determined on the basis of these 
data' and' compared to those described in his/her lEP, Findings of the Lev^I Z 
Substudy are important ^since *they provide a measure or indication of the ^^J^ 
validity of the information obtained from lEFs in the Basic Survey about the 
type and" service setting of the special services received by handicapped 
students • ^ ^ ■ / 
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Chapter 3 ^ " ' - 

Study Questions ' ^- - 

Twenty iiiajor questions were specified to'fulfill tbe objective^ of Jthe 
National Survey of lEPs* These major questions, ^long with a series >f i;elated^ 
subquestrions , are listed in Table 3-1. This table also references, each question 
.to the inst^umentatjion (by ins^rmne^t items) used'to obtain the d^a ^to' address 
the question.^ Thes^e^instruments, which are discussed in Chapter ^, are included--^ 
as 'Appendixes C through I. ^ ^ 
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^REUTIONSHIPS BETWEEN INSTRUMENT ITEMS AJTO QUESTIONS »DRESSED BY THE lEP SURVEY 



Questions to be Addressed 



^ Rdated 
Questionnaire 
a/ 

I terns- 



Basic Survey , - ' » 

1. What do IgPs look like? 

1*> How many page^ do they contain? 

What proportion ^re legiblle and reasonably easy to read? 

3. What types of Information headings do they Contain? ^ 

;What proportion of lEPs hkve'^formats that limit the- number of annual x 
. ^ goals or short-term objectives? ^ ^ ^ 

5. What^ proportion of lEPs have formats that restrict parental approval 
to. onjgr a portion of the. lEP? 

6. VJhat proportion of lEPs* consist of separate documents prepared: 
By different teachers or service sources? 



II 
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a. 

b. For purposes t>t placement or implementation? - 
What kinds of information do lEPs. c;ontain? 

1- Vfhat proportion of lEPs contain mandated information? That' is, what 
proportion contain: 

a, A statement of student's p^resent level of functioning? 
.b* ' Ann^j^l goals? 
c< ' Short'-term objectives? 



EC 1 

EC 2 

EC 3 (Col A) 
EC 2 

EC 5' . 

EC 2 
EC 2 



EC 6 (Col A) 
EC 6 (Col E) 
EC 7 (Col A) 



a/ ^ ' I . ' 

~ EC = lEP Evaluation Checklist; SCQ ^ Student Chai^acterlstics Questionnairre; and; SCKQ ^ School Characteristics 
Questionnaire; ^DCQ'= Scho6l District Characteristics Questionnaire; SFCQ ~ State/Special facility Characteristics 
Que^l^nnaire; SIP'= Sample Information Protocol; SP - Level 2 Substudy. Protocol; SIR = Sampling Information Record 
SSLr^ Student Listing Fonn; DRFl = Data-of-Record Form 1; DRF2 = 4)ata-of-Record Form 2; DIiF3 = Da ta-Of-Record 
Form 3; DRFA = D^ta-of-Record Form A;iHRS - Multiple Reporting Sheet. ^ ♦ 
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Table 3,1 (continued) 



A. 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
Items 



A statement of special education/ related services to be provided? 



A statement of extent of participatioir in regular program? 
Tlie projecte^a date for initiation of services? r 
A^statemeni of expected-^uration of services? 
Objective evaluation criteria? 
Evaluatiori'prbcedures? » 

Evaluation schedule? ^ ^ 
A statement regarding annual evaluation? ^ 



2. 
3- 
A. 



III. 



What is the distribution of lEPs by the number of goal' statements 
^contained? * ' 

What ^ the distribiftioQ lEPs by the number of short-term 
objectives contained? , " , * 

What proportion of lEPs contain infomation in all 11 of the above 
^ mandated evaluation dimensions? In 10 of the 11? In 9 of the 11? 
... In only 1 of the^ 11? V , ^ 

6. To what extent do'IEPs contain information in addition*to that 
mandated by Section 602 of P.L. 94-142? 

How is i^nformation presented ifi lEPs? 

How are statements regarding the student's level of functioning 
presented? 

a. With supporting data? ^ ^ * 

b* Without supporting data? ^ ■ 

c. With statement that special education is needed? ^ 
' d. With statement that special education is not needed? 



EC 3 (Col B— Items 
13,14,16,27,29 ,30); 
EC 10 

EC 5 

EC 12 

EC 13 

EC 7 (Col B) • 
EC 1> 
EC 15 
EC 16 

EC 6 (Col E) 

* * 

EC 7 (Col A) 



Items specified, 
in Ed 1-16 above 



^^Jfff^ (C{ 



1 BO 



EC 6 

EC 6 A & B 
EC 6 A 
EC 6 C 
EC 6 D 
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Table 3.1 (continued) . » ^ 

I 



■J- 

* 



; f j 




Questions to be^Addressed 


Related ■ 
Questionnaire 
Items 








How 


are annual go^l statements presented? 








a. 


.With statement of expected behavior? 


EC 6 E & F ' 


t 




b. 


Without statemenj: of expected behavior? 


EC 6 E^ 


1 




How 


are ?hort-tenn objectives presented? 








a. 


With/without reference to an^^establifihed curriculum? 
With^witliout logical statement of expected behavior? 


6C 7 A & B/EC 


7 A ' 




b. 


EC 7 A & B/EC 


7 A 




c . 


In specific time framfcs? ' 


EC 8 






11 vw 










a ■ 


■V 

*» t^Xd ^>ciuciiu tc nomine Ilua d vil ^ ^ 








h 


Dc rvi CcS uO uc ^rov lucu i 




1 L 

1 H 




C . 


X 

rcr»onnci rc»ponsiDic ipr services r ^ 




1 0 




Q . 


Annua i goai & anM/uv snor u &c rm odj.cc& i vcs r 

■ 


and 29^ ^ ^ 


LI ^ 


- 


e . 

How 


Recomiribnded instructional materials , resources, strategies ^ 
or techniques? " , ■ 

are dates regarding the initiation of services presented? 


^ EC 3 (Col B), 


30 

* ■ J 




a . 


Explicitly? 


EC 12 i 






b. 


Implicitly? 


EC 12 2 & 3 






c. 


Insufficiently? . - 


EC.J2 4 






^ How 


are, the statements_ regarding the duration of services presented? , 








a. 
b. 


Explicitly? ' * . * ^ 
Implicitly? 


EC 13 1 

EC 13 2 & 3 . 






c. 


"As long^ as rfieeded"? ' > ^ 


EC 13 4 








Insufficiently? , 


EC 13 5 
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Table 3 , 1 -(cootiQued) 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
Items 



How are evaluation statements presented? 

a. Procedures explicit/implicit/cannot be determined? 

b. Schedules explicit/impHcit/cannot be detemined? 



8 



How m6ny objectives are presented in terms of an annual evaluation? 
a , I Some? ^ . 

b/ All? ^ . ■ ' 

c, NoQe? 

^ d. Cannot be determined? ' 

9. What proportion of lEPs contain a statement of the rationale for^ 
the student not pattitipating ^n the tegular program? 

Who i)articipates in the development and approval of lEPs? 

1. . What is the frequency distribution of lEPs by the number of signatures 
they contain^ and by the titles of the signers (e . g, , teachers , 
pa rents , principals , counselors psychologists , students)? 

What is the frequency .distribution of lEPs by the number and titles of. 
personnel' listed on the lEP as having participated in the lEP process? 



2. 
3. 
A. 



For what proportion of lEPs did parents participate in/the lEP 
process? 

For what proportion of lEPs' did students participate in the lEP 
process? For what proportion have students, discussed their lEPs 
witt|^ a teacher,' counseloc, or other school representative? 

Fot);'those. lEPs in which jparental participation was indicated, in 
what proportTion of lEPs did parents participate by: 

a. sSigning the lEP? ^ . — « ^ ^ 

l>.* Verbally (in person or by telephone) approving the lEP? 



EC lA 1 &'2; 
EC lA 3/EC lA A 

EC '15H./EC 15 2' & 3; 
EC 15 A 



EC 16 2 

EC 16 1 

EC 16 3 

EC 16 A 

EC 11 



EC A (Col B) 
EC A (Col A) 
SCQ Af 

SCQ Ag and Ah 



SCQ Ab 



continued 



Table 3,1 ^(continued) 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionaaire 
Item 



VI 



^3. 



a , 
f . 



Refusing to approve the I£P on the basis of their considering 
the lEP inappropriate? 

Discussing the completed lEP with a teacher, counselor, or 
other school representative? 

Meeting with the I£P committee to discuss the developed lEP? 



Participating in the development of the lEP; that is, sitting 
with the lEP committee during the development process and 
provided inputs to the lEP^ 

g. Various combinations of the above? 

7 

What types of special education and related services are specified in lEPs? 

1. In what academic and functional areas are specific education services 
provided, singularly and in various combinations thereof? 

2. What kinds of, and how many related services are provided, 
singularly and in various combinations thereof? 

3. In what academi'c and functional areas is there a determination 
that special education is needed/not needed because of the present, 
level of functioning? 

A. In what academic and functional areas was sifpporting data listed 
for present-level-of-functioning statements? 

5. In what academic and functional areas does a goal statement 
reflect a service which matches a statement of "need? 

6* In what acadertiic and functional ateas does an objective reflect 
a service which matches a goal statement? 

How informative and internally consistent are lEPs? 

1. What proportion .are internally consistent in that at least one goal 
relat^ to ^t least one objective that relates to at least* one area 
of indicated need? 



SCQ 4c and EC 5, 

SCQ 4d 
SCQ i*e 

SCQ i*t 
SCQ 4 

EC 7 (Cols A & D) 
EC io 

EC 6 A, C & D 
EC 6 B 

EC 6 C and EC 6 E 
EC 6 E arid EC 7 A 



EC 6 (Cols C & E) 
EC 7 (Col A) 



- continued 



Table 3.1 (continued) 



Qufe^tions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
I terns 



VII 



What proportion meet the requirements of four informativeness/internal 
consistency Jlevels? * . 

a. What proportion are classified as incomplete information 
documents? 

b. What proportion are classified as minimally informative 
documents? 

c. What proportion ^re classified 'is informative'^and internally 
consistent documents? * ^ 



d* What proportion are classified as exceptionallvj^jforlnative 
and internajlly .consistent documents? / \ 

In what service settings^ and for what proportion of the academic 
week^ do students. receive special education services? 

1- What proportion of the students are served in, through, or on: 

a. A resource *room? 

b- A self-contained* special education class? 
c. A hospital program? 

A homebound program? f 

e. The regular classroom (by specific academic and functional area)? 

ft 

f> ^pullout basis at one or more other schools? * , 

g- Various combinations *pf the above? • ^ ■ 

2* What is the distribution of the number of hours per w£ek that students 
are served in each of the settings listed in 1 above? For what percent 
of the week is t^e student assigned to special education? 

3* In what academic and functional areas is there specification 
of at least one objective to be met in the regular classroom? 



2i 



■J 



Various combinations 
of EC 1-16 



SCQ 2a; DRF4 la 

SCQ 2b; DRF4 lb 

SCQ 2djDRF4 Id 

SCQ 2e; DRF4 le 

EC*7 (Col D); SCQ 2c; 
DRF4 Ic 

DRF2 6a; SSLF 2; 
MRS I; DRF4 1 

EC 7 (Col D) ; SCQ 2 



SCQ 2 (Col D), EC 9 



EC 7 D 
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Table 3*1 (continued) 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related ' 
Questionnaire 
Items . 



What are the characteristics of students who hpve lEPs and are eni;olled 
in public schoolst and of the schools and school districts in which they 



are enrolled? 



r 



1. How are the students who receive special services distributed by: 

a. Selected school and school district characteristics (see VIII. 3 
^ and VIII.S below)? 

, b * Age, grade level , race, and sex? 

c. Nature and severity of handicapping condition? 

d* Whether or not they have ^|Ps> status of incomplete lEPs? 

Whether or not their lEPs are available at their school of 
enrollment? 

f. Source of service funding, (94-142, 89-313, Title I, other)? 
g« Vati<»us combinations of the above? 

2. What, proportion of regular and special schools s^ve handicapped 
students? 

3. }[ow are the schools in which, students are served distributed by: 



a. 
b. 
c . 
<]. 
e . 

f . 



} 



j Whether or not they prepare lEPs? 
Whether or not lEPs are kept at the school? 
Grade -level organization? 

Size of student enrollment? ; 

^Percent of student enrollment qualifying for special education/ 
services? ' ^ , [{ ^ 

Type of school (regular ot special; day or residential)? / 

.7 \ 

Resources available? i ^ 



'Urban/ suburban/ rural loca tion? 



/ 



SCHQ and SIR 1 
SCQ 1 
SCQ 3 
DRF2 4 ■ 

SCQ (marginal ' nota tion) ; 
DRF2 6.a & b" ' 

EC Funding Source; DRF2 5 

SCQ 1 , 3, and 4 

//school Data Sheets 

ti 

j SCHQ (marginal notations) 
SCHQ (marginal notations) 

SIP 
SIP 

SIP 

SCHQ 1 . 

SCHQ 3; SDCQ'l, 
2, and 3 - 

SCHQ 2 
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Table 3*1 (contioued) 



Questions to be Addjressed 



Whether not they'are members of speciaj intermediate o 
cooperative districts for purposes of providing special 
education services? ^ * 



m 



A. 



Percent of handicapped students for which^special education 

services afre contracted by the school district to a private 

school ,or institution within and outside the geographic^ 

* boundaries of the school district? ^. 
^ * 

Various combinations of the above^ 

What proportion of school districts serve handicapped students? 
How are the school distribt^s in which students are served distributed by: 
a* Whether or not they prepare lEPs? . 
Size of student "ehrollmentr? - ^ 

Resources availably? ^ * ^ 



Reflated 
QuestionJl^ire 
^ Items 



Number of intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements 
with othec districts that have beeb established to serve the 
^handicapped? , » : ^ ^ ' 

e* Whether or not all their handicapped students are served 
through intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements 
w^th other schools? ■ • , ■ 

How do the types; service settings^ and amounts of special education . 
services sp e cified ip.IEPs vajry by selected student and school 
characteristics? 

li-^ How do the'answers to questions -V and VII above vary by student ^ge 
' and/or grade levels, service seHtirfg, nature ofr^student disability, 
and nature of *pa*rental and student participation in the I£P process? 

2. ^ How do the answers to questic^s V and VII above vary "by school type, 
school size, district si-ze^ resource availability levels, 19nd urban/ 
:; suburban/ rural location? 



SDCQ 3 



j|SDCQ A a & 'b 

SGHQ 1, 2, and 3; ' 
SDCQ 1, 2^ alld 3 

School Data Sheets 

SDCQ. (marginal notations) 
SIP ^ 

SDCQ' 1, 2, and 3 

- ' '^"^ 
DRFl 2 

DRFl" 3 



EC 7 (Cols A & D), 
and 10; SCQ la & ^, 
"2, 3, and 

EC 7 (Cols A & D), * 
and 10; SCHQ 1,2, % 
and 3; SDCQ 1, 2, 
and 3; SIP 3.b 



' cont^ue 
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Table 3.1 (continued) 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
I terns 



X, How do the formats^ contents^ properties^ and development processes of lEPs 
vary by selected student, school> and school district characteristics? 

1, How do the answers to questions I-IV and VI above vary by student 
age and/or grade levels, service setting, and severity of student^s 
handicapping condition? ^ 

2* How do the answers to questions I-IV and VI above V£fry by school 
type, school size, district size, resource availability levels, ^ 
and uirban/suburban/ rural location? - ^ 

B. State/Special Facility SubstuJy ^ 

*■ ' # 

XI. V?hat are the answers to questions I-VJ above for £he lEPs of 

students served in^state/special facilities? - - ^ 

XII. What are the characteristics of students receiving special . 
education services in state/special facilities and of the 
facilities in which they are enrolled? . ^ ^ 

i: How are the students' who receive special services distributed by; 

a\ Selected facility characteristics (see XII, 2 below)? 

b. Age', grade level, race, and sex? 

c. Nature and severity of disability? 

2. Ifow are the state/sj^ecial facilities in which students aire 
served distributed by: * * ^ 

a. Type (state-supported or state-operated)?, * 

Purpose?^ ^ * 

Size? 

Relationshipy to SEA (accredited- or stipervised by)? 
Laws or legal mandates for which ICPs are written? 



EC 1-X6; 

SCQ 1 a & b, 2 and 3 ' 

^ 1-16; SCHQ 1,2, 
and 3; SDCQ 1,' 2, 
and 3; SIP 3.b 



Questionnaire items 
listed for I-VI above 



SFCQ 
SCQ 1 
SCQ 3 



SFCQ 1' 
SFCQ 2 
SFCQ 5 
SFCQ 7 
SFCQ 8." 



It 



Tabl^ 3.1 (continued) 



Questions to be Addressed 



Related 
Questionnaire 
I teoQS 



XIII. How do the types of special education services specified in State/ 
Special Facility lEPs vary by selected characteristics? 

1, '::H'ow does the answer to question V above vary by student 
age and ^rt^pity of handicap? 

XIV • How do the format, propertiest contents^ and development process of 
flEPs vary by selected student characteristics? 

1. How do th^e answers to questions I*IV and VI above vary by 
student ageand severity of handicap? 

XV . How do the answers to questions I^VI above differ for students served 
" ' in public schools ^(regular and special schools) from answers to the 
same questions for students served in*state/special facilities? 

Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy; Level 1 - * 

XVI . What is the dif^erenc^between two consecutive school ^ears in the 
answers to qo^st^ipns I^VII above- for the same studen^^ 

Retnrospective Longitudinal Substudy: Level Z 

VIII, What :is the ni^ure t he special educ ation and related ser vices 
that istudents in the subsample actually received? 

1, How ?/as the present level of educational performance 
determined? ^ , 

S/* What special edu'catjlon services were, received during each 
oftyo consecutive years? 

3- What related services were received during each of two 
consecutive years? 

In what setting were these^ services received during each 
of two consecutive years? 



EC 7 (Cols A & D) and 10; 
SCQ la and 3 



EC items indicated 
in I-V; SCQ la and 3 

EC items indicated 
in I-VI 



EC items indicated 
in I-VII 



SP 
SP 
SP^ 
SP 



J* continued 



Table 3*1 (c^>Dtlnued) 



Questions to be Addressed 



L 



Related 
Questionnaire 
Items 



4- 



XVIII 



I 



XIX. 



4; 



XIX, 



How do the special education services actually received by students 
in the subsample compare to those specified in their lEPs? 

1. llpw does the assessment process applied compare with that 
specified in lEPs, for eactfof two consecutive years? 

2. How do the special education services received compare to those 
7 specified in lEPs, for each of two consecutive years? 

3* How do the related , services received compare to those -specif ied 
in lEPs , for each of two consecutive years? - 

How do the settings where services were received compare to 
those specified in IfiPs, for each of two consecutive years? 

5. How da procedures for evaluating attainment of Instructional 
goals and objectives compare to those specified in lEPs, for 
each of two 9&f(secutive years? ( 

6. What are the reasons' for any differences between services 
actually received and services specified in lEPs, £or each 
of two consecutive years? 

* ^ow Knowledgeable are parents (guardians) about the lEPs of their 
child ren (war ds)? 

Are. parents aware that their children have IRPs? 

liow familiar are parents with their children's lEPs^ 

3. To wha^ extent do parents^ agree that their children's lEPs 
are appropriate for meeting their children's needs? 

h. To what 'extent to parents feel that their children are 
receiving all of the services specified in their lEPs? 

• What personnel provide what proportion of the lEP developmental 

effort? 



^ 1, 

2, 



SP 

EC 6 (Col E); 

EC 7 (Cols A & D); SP . 

EC 10; SP 

EC 3 (Col B.13); SP 



SP 
SP 

,SP 
SP 

SP 

SP 

SP 
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Chapter 4 

* Sampling 

^ The National Survey of lEPs utilized a national probability sample of 
districts, schools/facilities, and students (i*e* , every member of these 
populations had a known or determinable positive chance of being selected into 
the sample)* The sample was designed so that national estimates of the answers 
to study questions could be made from the sample data. The sample design also 
permitted ^estlmat^s of answers to major questions for such selected subpopula- 
tions as students enrolled in: regular or special schools, in schools that 
are located in one of four type-of-community classifications, or schools that 
are in a particular student enrollment-size classification. * 

The intent of this chapter is to overview the sampling procedures used in 
this survey (Section I), to introduce sampling error considerations related to 
survey findings (Section II), and to present descriptive information about the 
selected sample (Section III). In*depth discussion of 'the sample selection 
procedures has been relegated to Appendix A; analysis concerns directly related 
^ the sample design (e,g.^ weight adjustments and standard error computation) 
are p^sented in Appendix B. 

, I. OVERVIEW OF SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

A, General' 

The basic objective of the National Survey of lEPs was to develop a 
profile of the properties and contents of lEPs^^-ft^.wnst of an overall effort 
to assess the adequacy of current regulatj^^ns/for fulfilling the Con|ressional 
Mandate of P.L. 94*142. To accomplish this , a valid probability sample of 
3^243 eligible handicapped students was selected in January-April of 1979. 
Data were collected^ analyzed, and reported foif 3^207 of these students. The 
36 nonresponden-ts were primarily associated with the nonreceipt of letters of 
permission from parents (as required by several school districts) and/or the 
inability si the field staff to locate an lEP that was said to exist for a 

i 

given sample student/ In recognition of differences in funding Sources and 
th^^echanism for delivery p£ services^ Xhe lEP study sample was divided among 
the three components indicated in Table 4.1. 



Table 4,1 

ALLOCATION OF-^IEP SfUDY SAMPLE TO POPUUTION DOMAINS 





PoDul a t ion noma i n 


Eligible 
R^itm 1 A 


Re snonHen ts 


Regular School 
Special School 
Facility 


Handicapped students served in 
regular 'elementary and secondary 
public schools 

Handicapped students served 
in public special education 
schools for the handicapped 

Handicapped students served 

in non^LEA administered schools 

and facilities. 


2,150 
• 537 
' 556 


2,126" 
53*1 
550 



In arriving "^at this allocation, consideration was given to a design that 

vould minimize the variance of proposed estimators (e.g., the percent of lEPs 

with a particular characteristic or property), while being feasible to imple* 

ment within the level of funding that was available for conducting the survey. 

Since the major focus of the survey was on handicapped students served in 

LEA-administered schools^ the highest pt;iority in study design vas given to 

the School Component (i*^^ the combination of regular school and special 

school componen^ts) . In thi^ regard, the School Component is referred to as 

the Basic Survey^ whereas the Facility Compcnient was viewed as 'an option and 

was termed th^ Faciljity Substudy, Further, provision was made to subsatnple ^ 

828 of the 2,687 eligible students in the saJi|^le selected to support the Basic 

Survey in order to retrospectively obtain lEPs for successive years and thus 

measure change and^ for 61 of these latter subsample students , to obtain 

detailed information on the services actually provided over the two^yaar 

period. These activities, which were to be implemented in^conjunction with^ 

both the Basic Survey ^and the Facility Substudy, were labeled as Level 1 and 

Level 2, respectively , of a Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, Of the 828 

It 

students selected for the Level 1 Substudy, 817 were el^ygible and data were 
collected fo^96. Data were gathered *for all of the 61 students selected for 
the Level 2 Suostudy, 



The sampling strategy ^ proposed for the Basic Survey and Retrospective ' 
Longitudinal S^ubstudy involved $ single, consc^li^ated multistage cluster 
-design. This design approach was dictated by the lack of a national frame of m 
handicapped students, and wa^s supported by the need for a cost-effective and 
oper*ationally manageable allocation of the ultimate student sampler Specific- * 
ally> the School Component was supported by a stratified three-stage clustej^ 
design; public school districts were sampled at the first stage, schools at 
the second, and handicapped students at the third; Such an approach Ijad the - 
further advantage of capturing the multidimensional *admin?^||^tive control^ 
that, are inqjosed on the content of the ultimate lEP* y ^ 

The Facility- Component (i*e*, the Facility Substudy) was supported *by a 
separate stratified two-stage cluster design; facilities were sampled at the 
first stage, and handicapped students were sampled at the second stage* 
FacLlities were not nested into the second-stage school component frame because 
of the small number of such facilities a^d the fact that a suitable sampling 
frame of state/special facilities was not available during the design phase, 
thus precluding the prior Investigation of the distribution of facilities in 
varijTOsTTpfes of school districts* 

iTbe procedures used^to select the School Component samples are presented 
in Sfibsection B; the selection of the Facility Component samples is discussed 
in SuqgectioajSt Within each subsection, the discussion of samples is arganized 
in accordance with the design^i^rarchy (i,^/^ districts, folft)wed by schools 
and students for the Scl^ool Component; facilities followed by students for the 
Facility Component)* Tnfe proposed sampling procedures, as detailed in the 
final report for the desi^vph^se of this project, were altered slightly 
during the implementation phase of the study* ^ A listing of these modifica- 
tions is presented in Subsection D* A summary table of sample sizes and 
response rates is presented by basic analysis units in Subsection E* 



B» School Component 

As stated above, the School Component was supported* through a single 
consolidated three-stage cluster design having public s-Chool districts at the 



^ Pyecha> J* N*, et al* Design of a National Survey of Individualized Edu- 
cation Programs (lEPs) for Handicapped Children * Research Triangle Park, NC: 
Research Triangle Institute, November 1978* (Chapter 4 and Appendix L) 
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first stage , schools at the second stage , and handicapped students at the 
third stage. 

1. District Saiapling Procedures 

Three general activities were involved in selecting the district 
sample for the Basic Survey: (a) construction of the sampling frame; (b) con- 
struction of strata on the frames and (c) selection of Basic Survey sample and 
Level 2 subsantple . l 

a- Sampling Frame 

RTI obtained from the Curriculum Information Center (CIC)^ a 
machine* readable data file containing school and school district enrollment 
information for the 1978-79 school year. Using these CIC data^and information 
obtained from other sources (e.g., BEH publications and Bureau of Census data 
tapes), a sampling frame containing all public school Qistricts within the 
geographic confines of the study was constructed (i-e., districts in Alaska, 
Hawaii, New Mexico,, and all territ^orial properties were excluded)* Included 
on this frame for each district were; (1) the number of schools in the dis- 
trict (by type; i.e., special education, vocational, adult, and other); 
(2) the district enrollment; (3) sum of enrollments of all schools in district 
(by type); (4) an indicator as to whether or not the district is located in 
the inner portion of a Standard'Metropolitan Statistical Area CSHSA), in the 
remainder of an SMSA, or in a non-SMSA; (5) state and district identifiers 
(including names and addresses of superintendents and school principals); 
(6) a count of the number of subdistricts administered at least in part by 
each district; (7) the census region in which the district Is located^ (8) the 
estimated number of handicapped students enrolled, by school type (regular 
versus special); and (9) a measure of the level of special education service 
provided (see Table A. 3 in Appendix A for definitions of service levels)* 

b . Stratification 

Stratification was used in selecting the district sample to 
better ensure: (1) adequate student sample sizes from both regular and special 
schools and (2) distribution of the sample to reflect dispersion with respect 
to geographic location, district size, special education services offered, and 
urbanicity. 



^ Curriculum Information Center, .Incorporated, 600 Ross Building, 1726 
Champa Street, Denver^ Colorado, 80202. ^ 
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■ X 

The ^tudy desiga called for the selection of two regular and one special 
school (when present) in each sample distrio^^.,,^and subsequently #to select five 
handicapped students at each regular School and eight handicapped students at 
each ;^9pecLal school . (Selection of a -fixed number of ^M^udents was highly 
desirable from an operational viewpoint^ since student Samples would be selected 
at saiDple s.chools by RTI field staff scattered throughout the nation.) To 
better ensure, these sample' sizes, districts were stratified on the presence/ 
absence of special schools in the district. iy.so, a special **small stratum*'^ 
of districts (i.e. , districts haying fewer ' than two regular schools and/or 
'fewer than 300 students) was established to control the selection of districts 
that might not have at least two regular schools enrolling at least five 
handicapped students* -^-^ 

Indirect stratification was used to ensure dispersion of the district 
saiDple with respect to geographic location, urbanicity, presence of varying 
antounts of special education services in the district, and magnitude of student 
enrollment* To accomplish this, a device known as zoning was used on each of 
the partial frames (strata) discuss^ed above. First, each partial frame was 
sorted by the four census Regions . Second, within . each census region and 
partial frame , districts were sorted by nine district size categories. To 
minimize changes across census region* district size boundaries , ordering was 
alternated tallest to largest. Ingest to smallest, etc. Third, within each 
census region*district size category on a partial frame, districts were ordered 
by the four service levels (again in alternating fashion) . Fourth , within 
each category (census region-district size'service level) on a partial frame, 
districts were ordered (alternately) by the three SMSA levels. Finally, each 
of th^se categories on ^ partial frame^as ordered by a special composite size 
measure that was developed to permit the selection of a self*weighting student 
sample by type (e.g., each student has an equal probability of selection) by 
school type (see Section II. A. 4 of Appendix A for a description of this measure) 
Four large school districts, which were to be selected with certainty (i*e^. , a 
probability of one),, were each placed in a separate istrata. In all^ 110 in-* 
direct and 8 broad direct strata were fonned on the district frame. 
c. Selection 

Two sample' districts were selected without replacement from 
each of 114 of the 118 strata, using probability proportional to the estimated 
district size measure. One district was selected from each ot the remaining 
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four strata of self*representers. Tbus, a total of 232 districts were selected 
for the Basic Survey. 

The sample design called. for the selection of 25 of the Basic Survey 
districts for inclusion in t;he level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, 
To better control for geograf^ic dispersion, district size, service level, and 
urbanicity in making this selection, the llS strata developed^^qr the Basic 
Survey saidpling frame were partitioned (collapsed) into 25 strata. A single 
district was then selected at random from the School Component sample districts 
associated with each of these 25 strata. 

Of t?he 232 districts selected to support the school component, 22 dis- 
trict^ failed to cooperate and 2 districts were ineligible (one turned out to 
be a^ state/special facility and the other one did not serve handicapped stu- 
dent^s). ,A11 of the Level 2 districts were respondents. District noncesponse 
"wag analyzed over the level? of each control variable used to form eaclf of the 
Indirect strata on the district frame/ in order to determine if nonresponse was 
occurring in .a noacandom fashion. No such tendency could be supported, 

2/ School Sampling Procedures , 

^ Procedures for obtaining the school sample are discussed in three 
parts: (a) construction of the frame; (b) stratification of t^e sampling 
^fraSde; and (c) selection of the sample, 
^a. Sacrplinjg Frame Jfir 

Each district selected tntty/the Basic Survey sample was asked 
to^ comple^ a School Data Sheet that included the number $f handicapped stu-^ 
*dents in eacK school tn the^di^trict and the. identjif ication of any special 
schools that employed only a pull-^out program from regular schools (students 
In such programs are assigned for enrollment ^rposes t^o the regular school). 
These data'were used with the ^IC data file to construct^he school sampling 
frame . ^ . . 

A list of'the schools in^each sample district was made from the CIC file, 
as undated by th^ information obtained from districts through^ J^te- School Data 
Sheets (i.e., schools ^designated as closed or not serving handicapped students 
were deleted and new schools were added). The revised frame Included school 
identifiers (name, school ID, district and subdistrict ID [I'f applicable], and 
state location), -grade range, employment size, type (regular or special), 
whether pr not school had current year lEPs for its handicapped studehts, and 
whether or not special schools served only handicapped students on a pull*out 
basis from regular schools* 4 



Stratif ic atioQ 
» : 



,The schooL frame' In each sample district was first slratified 
(separatee frames formed) by school type, Each of these ^ub frames was then 
Ordered 'lowest grade taught, by highest grade taught, and by enrollment* 
Strata^ (zones) were formed on each subfr^me so^as to cbntain approximately' an 
equal estimated number of eorolle'd handicapped students in e^ch strata* The 
number of zones. |>er subframe «^as' set equal to the district's allocatioiv^of 
^mple schools of the associated type (th^ sample design called' for aa average 
of two regular schools ai|d wOiie sp^ial school per district) * 
* ,1 ^ Selection ' * ' * ' - * - 

^ One^ schbol was selected from each zone on -each subframe Using 

probabi^libies proporti^onal to the estimatec^ auml^r of enrolled handicapped . 
studeH^. In all, 519*schools werel selected; 443- of these schools were regu-* 
l^r schools and 76 were 'special schools. Data (lEPs aitd stirdent and school 
questionnaires) were' received and analyzed from.507 (437 ^egj^lar and 70 speci'^l) 
of these 519 schools. ^ . - * V ' 

' 3- Sampling 'Procedures for Basic Survey Stjifents 

Procedures for selecting the student jmnples are discussed In term's^ 

oir the ^ame^_tiij4e activities' as'^*delineaLed i^A the discussion of school dls- 
^1 ^ 



'a ^ list^ 0^ aXl handica 




tript and school^sampllng procedures, 
a* , Samgling Fifame 

The princi^alj^^^it^h school in the sai^ple was asked to prepare 



students who were enrolled In the Ischool as of ^ 
„1 December 1978* This list, which, was to be prepared in advance *of the site- 
visit team's arrival in the school djlstSfct, also included for each student 
the student s blrthdate, whether or^npt'^r^ 
^e 



^'-^Kr^nt^jtMr I£P was available, and ^ 
le name of the special education teacher who wad mo^t knowledgeable about' the 
qurrent year lEP. In a few isolated cases, suA lists had to be constructed 
by RTL field, staff using .school regords.^ To construct the final sampling 
fram6, the Hlists were screened to remove duplicate names, age-igellgibj-fes 
"(students outside 'the ^21 age range)^ add students for whom current year lEPs 
had not been prepared. . * P , i ^ ' ^ , 

b< Stratification 

^ No dicegt stratification was used on the student frames; hovjgver, 

control , over the. comrposltion of each ptudj?nt Sample: was exercWed by ordering 
the* student listing by the special education teacher associated with each 
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^ sJtTudent. ^Systematic saii^ing of such ordered lists tended to m^^imize the 
number"* of distinct' sjieciaj. education teachers ass6ciated with sample students 
(it was felt that lEPs prepared^ by the same teacher would tend to have similar 
properties) * . ' 



Selection 



^ The' study 'ijesign^ called' for the selection of a average of five 
elLgible^handicapped students from each Regular school and an average of ei^t 
eligible handicapped students at each special sfljojj.. Hoy^ver, tiiere are 
cert^^ survey econonilcs associated with the all4 1B| oii of a fixed student 
sampd^ size to each school;"!.^., the 'employmen^ofKlmj>,ler sampling procedures* 
^in/tlae f ield- work and the removal of theP need for'field staff tQ interact with 
^ saidpling staff at RTI in order to arrive at a specific sample' size allocation 

at 'each school*^ As a^ result, a deci'S'ion was made to select exactly five, 
p^tudents' at every regular .school and lexSctly eight students at every special 
school. This decision resulted in a slight increase in the variation in the 
^ultimate student sappling Veights and, hence, in a probable' reduction in 
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precision levels associated witlj parameter estimates'. ^ ' 

'The student sample was selected at each school by RTI field staff using a 
circular systematic 'selection strategy with a randoflJ start point. total of 

- ^,705^.9Xudent^ were selected, Z,162 of whom were enrolled in regular schools 
and 543 of w^om >ere enrolled in special schools* Basic Survey data we're , 
collected" for 2,657 of these students. The remaining 48 students included 18 
ineligibl^ ^identif i^d at RTI after the student sampling lists had been 
received fx^fm field staff) and 30 students for whom 'letters of permission ' " 
could not be obtained ^om parents an4/or field staff could not locate an lEP 
that was said to. exist. ^ ' > 

4, Samplinj^ Procedures for Level 1 Students * ^ 

* ' For* each- ^asic Survey sample student, a detenrfination was made by 
RTI field staff as *to the presence or abs^i^ce of an IE? for th^ previous yeari 
The teachejr most knowledgeable about eacl^previous year lEP^ (when such an jep 
was available) was also recorded,. If more than two Leyel 1 eligible students 

- were identified in a school, two students ^were^ selected^ at random and, without 

replacement^ The order in which these students were selected was noted for 

^ i 

* .use in selecting students for the Level 2 sample. If two or less stud^ts 

' * * ff ' ■* . 

were so l^entified^ they were automatically selected into tha sample. ■ ^ 
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So 



Id all, 828 of the Basic SUr^ey studeats at 436 of the schools were 
selected ioto the Level X Substudy. To qualify as a respondent ^ the student 
had to be eligible and both the previous year IBP and Student Characteristics 
Questionnaire (in addition to th»se documents for the current year) had to be 
available. A total of 796 student;?' qualified as respondents; 675 ,of these 
students^ were enrolled ^in regular schools and 121' were enrolled in special 
schools . • • 

.5* Sampling Procedures ^ for Level 2 Students 

Since only unweighted analyses were to be con^cted with Level 2 
data^ this sacople was selected more informally from the Basic Survey sample, 
schools included in'the 25 school districts selected for the Level 2 Substudy 
(see subsection 1 .c above) . 4 total s^mp3.e of 53 regular and S special 
schools werje included in these districts. One Level 2 student was selected 
frojD each of these schools as follows: 

^) If the school had two Level 1 students, the student selected first 
into the Level 1 sample was selected^ ^ 

b) If the school had only one Level 1 student^ this student was selected. 

c) -If* the school did not have a L6vel 1 student*, one of the school's 
Basic purvey sample students was selected at random. 

In all, 61 students were selected^' all of whom were respondents. 



C - Facility Component 

The' Facility Substudy was supported through a separate two-stage cluster 
design having facilities at the first stage of sampling and handicapped 
students at the second^ st'age,. 

, I- ' Facility Sampling Procedures 

For discussion purposes, this task consisted of five activities: 
(a) construction of sampling frame; (b) strati f ication -for selection of 
initial saEople ^ (c) selection of initial sample; (d) stratification for selec* 
tion of final sample^ and (e) selection o^ finat sample. 

a* Construction of ^Sampling Frame . ^ 

*She following steps w&re involved in constructing the sampling 



frame: 



J,) Lists of special education facilities were obtained separately* from 
CIC and the. Of f ice of Civil Righ,ts (OCR), '« 
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^2) Thesd frames were hand-matched based on facility name, address, 

city,%nd zip* code '^to obtain -a combined frame in^which each facility 
was identified as b^ing on bt*th files (CIC-OCR matched), on ^the CIC 
' file only;* or on the OCR filie only. * w , 
3) The combined frame was then handmatched with the USOE 1977 '*A37 
file" ^f institutions receiving P*L. 89-313 monies (i-e*, institu- 
tions with a program code 2 and, an agency type IJ to create a re- 
vised combined frame *with -each listed facility id^ntrfied as.^beitig 
^ in one of four subfr^mes* these four subframes are 'defined 'as the 

fpllowing four fiies; - (a) jthe A37 file, Cb) botii the CIC and OCR 
'files ""only (CIC-BCR^^^ch-only) , (c) the CIC file' only CCIC-ofily) , . 
and (d) the OCR file only (OCR-only). * ' '. 

A) This revised combined' frame was then purged ^af ineligib],es Ti - ^ 
facilities in Alaska, Hawaii, Nefw Mexico, and I^evada, facilities 
listed on CIC files ,that ^e^ administered by LEAs and were thus-* 
eligible for the School Component sample \ and 52 facilities'^ that 
were ^Participating in an ongoing BEH study)* * ' , 

The end product of these efforts was the Facility Component sampling frame. y . 
b, Stratification for Selection of Initial Sample 

There was a concern that many of th£ facilities listed on the 
sampling frame^ might no longer be in existence ^is coti^d not be located with 
the information available on the frame. ^ Hence, a two-stage selection procedure 

was employed. At the first stage, 155 facilities were selected and screened 

} f , ■ ^ . ^ ' » 

to verify that they were currently in operation^ These screening 'contacts^ 

' ^ ' j» * 
were made at the state level in the states in which the facility was located' 

phased on addresses listed in the frame), Tno^ second, s^age involved selecting 
a subsample of 79 of thfe 123 facilities that survived the Stage 1 screening., , 
To select ^the Stage ^ sample, each of the four subframes w^s stratified. 
The A 37 subf ramer vas separated into four census regions and then ordered ^ 
within region by th|^ amount of grant received (low-to-high ordering was em- 
ployed in the first region, high-to-low in the second, low-to-high in . the 
third, and high-to-loy in the fourth) . fifty-one strata of approximately* 



Nevada decided to not participate in the State/3pecial Facility Substud^ 



equal total grant amounts were sequentially fonned on the ordered frame. The 
number of strata was set equal to the desired sample size for the subframe. 

Each of the other three subframes was Separated into four census regions 
and then ordered alphabetically by state within each region (grant a^mounts 
were not available for these facilities). On each subframe, strata containing 
an approximately equal number of facilities were then formed. The number of 
strata, f or eacia subframe ,^hich wer^ also based on desired sample sizes, were"^ 
as follows: 22 for CIC-OCR match' only; ZU f or CIC only, and 58 for OCR only. 

* c. Selection of Initial (Stage ^^1) Sample 
^ , - One'faciliiy was selected at random from each o^the lS5 strata 

on the combined ;f rape . 

d, , Stratification for Selection of Final (Stage 2) "Sample 
^ O^the 155 facilities selected, for initial screening, 32 were 

deemed ineligible (2 from the 437 file dn)d 30 from the otheV three filjes). 
Most 'of the ineligible facilities were so classified becau3e the^ either no 
longer existed or they did' not" serve, students in the 3-21 age range. 

'The 155^ eligible- facilities initially selected for screening 'were strati- 
fied by file location, i.^., 437 subframe versus the npn- subframes (the 
other three subframes combined). Each of the three non-437 strata w^re further 
stratified by three time periods."* Within each of the ttjiree time-period 
strata, additional strata were formed to control for the selection of faciLi- , 
ties^by theii^ residential/nonrjesidential status and by the types of handicaps 
associated with theit students (e.g., schools for blind or deafX- Indirect 
stratification was applied to the' fa^lLties if^ the .s^cbnd time-period strata 
by ordering, the| facilitj,es fry tl^eiwe^irollpient size and sequentially forming 
substrata. that had Approximately equal si?e measure (the 'number of such sub- 
strata for each stratum was equal to the desired sample si-ze fifom the .stratunt) , 
' e. Selection of Final Sam^le A - K 

All of the 49 eligible ta,cilities on the 437^ Tile were^ selected 
with certaint;y. Thirty'facilities were "selected from the.,eligible facilities 



A . \ > ■ . 

* The process pf screening the 155 Stage 1 facilities required mutfijnore 

time than anticipated; i.e. , a period ,of two to three fiionths.. During this 
period RTI field staff were aviailable for coIl^ctiAg 'data from the selected 
facilities. To keep, the fiel<} operation^ in^motion,* sampling .of facilities was 
done in three time stages -according to established^ Cutoff time's. Tot example, 
the first stage sample wa^ selected on or about 1' February from those facili- 
ties that: had by t^at time bee^ screened. and detejmined to be eligible. .The 
second and third stages were conducts^ oije and two' months later, respectively. 



ott the non-A37 files* - (See Table A, 26 and its related discussion in Appendix A 
for details of selection procedure.) 'Of the selected 79 facilities, 71 were 
classified as respondents (A7 of the A9 '*A37** facilities and 2^ of the 30 
'*non-A37" facilities). Two of the "ifonresponding" facilities that agreed to' 
parti:cipate in the study but did not develop lEPs for their students and were 
thus considered to be ineligible for the Facility Student Component. 
2. ' Student: Santpling ^Procedures 

The selection of eight students at each of the facilities in the' / 
sample was accomplished utilizing^'the same procedures used to select the Basic 
Student saEDple at each special school (see subsection B,3 above). All of the 
556 students selected into this sample were found to' be eligible, but 6 we're 
viewed as nonrespondents because they did not have'^toth a ctnrrent year lEP and 
a coiBpleted Student Characteristics Questioona^e * 

^ .... , ■ ^ 

Deviations Between Implemented and Proposed Sample Dqpigns 
For the most part, only minor alterations, were made to the prj>posed 
sample design during the implementation phase of the study. These changes 
included: ' ^ ' - 

1) Two states refused to participate in the study — New Mexic6 prior to 
sample selection and Nevada after sample selection. 

2) A stratum of "sthall*' districts (i.e., less than 300 student enroll- 
' * ment and/or no more than two regular schools) was constructed and 

used to augneot the district sample to preserve ^he integrity of the* 
School Component sample sizes. * . ■ 

3) A composite study size measure for district's was impl'^mented tn the 
School CoEQponent to better encourage the. realization of ^ self- 

' weighting student sample (by school type), while > over'represepting 
handicappe<J, students attending special schools and, allowing the 
final fixed number of students to be selected at each ^sample school 
to vary by school type. - - * ' 

A) The allocation (and selection) of thje school sample proceeded on a 
flow basis as infonnation on cons4;'nt and revised enrollment data 
were received from sample^districts. In all. four ^^bltches'* of this 
information Jl¥e involved (approximately 50 districts per batch). 
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5) An attempt was made to select two Basic Survey students into the 
Level 1 Longitudinal SuUstudy subsample (instead of ^one proposed in' 
the sample design). This modification was made because of a concern 
that at least one Xevel^l eligible student might npt bje included in 
the Basic Survey student sample a-t each of the sample sch^tfl^, and 
served to guarantee the integrity of the Level 1 s^deat sample 
size* ' , ' 

6) The target population for the Facility Substudy was redefined to 
include all non"LEA administered institutions in the 48 contiguous 

* United States serving' handicapped children aged 3-21. <^^is change 
was necessitated by th^- inability to establish the funding source of 
Special education Institutions listed on current directories. 

7) ' The' proposed facility f^o^D? (based on pIC and Office pf Civil Rights 

Directories) *was augmented by the USOE 1977 "437** file t6 reflect 
current P.L. 89^313-funded establishments. 

8) At BEH request, the facility frame was purged of state-^operated or 
state^supported schools for t;he handicapped that had been selected 
for participation in another BEH survey of facilities receiving 
P.L. 89-313 funding. In all', 52 such facilities were deleted from 
the frame. 

9) The facility sample was drawn in two stages. In the first stage, 
155 facilities were selected aTid their associated states contacted 
to secure additional relevant information cn the nature and status 
of each initial sample member (e.g., whether (jr not the facility was 
still in operation and the number aad age ranges of children 
enrolled). In the second stage^ a subsample of 79 facilities was 
selected from among those Stage I sample facilities that still 

, appeared to be "eligible." This screening was necessary in order to 
^ preserve the integrity of the ultimate facility sample size (and the 

associated sample of students at these facilities) in light of 
recognized deficiencies in the sampling frame that was available to 
RTI for the facilities component. 

I 

E. Suimnary^ of Sample Sizes 

Varying degrees of nonresponse and ineligibility were experienced in 
study samples. Table 4.2 provides specific details by analysis unit. The 
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. .Table A. 2 
SAMPLE SIZES SELECTED TO SUPPORT lEP SURVEY 











Sample ^ize- 


Status 'Of Sample^ 


S ize 






. Kon- 




Analysis Unit 


Selected 


Responding 


responding 


Ine ligible 








District 


232 


208 


22 


2 * 












* 

School 


519 


^ a/ 


9 


' .2 


Regular ^ 






5 


1 


Special 




7li/S/ 


k 


1 

t 


Facility 


81 




k • 


%-\ 


Basic Suryey Studeat 


270S 


?657 


30 


18 


Regular 


■ 2162 


2126 


2A 


12 


Special 


' 5A3 


531 


6 


6 


Level U Student 


82B' ■ 


. 796 


21 


11 


Regular 


703 


675' 


18 ■ 


10 


Special 


•125 


121 


■ ' 3 


1 


Level 2 Student 


61 


' 50, 


0 


11 ' 


Regular 


53 


42 


0 


11 


Special 


8 


8 


0 

/ 


0 


Facility Student 


556 


550 


6 


0 









a/ 

Figure includes one regular school that seirved ha^idicapped student,s BuU 
did not develop any lEPs. Since the school did not have lEFs^ its data were 
dropped from further analyses, 
b/ ' ' 

Figure includes two facilities that served handicapped students but. did 
not develop anyvIEPs. 
c/ 

- One of the special schools was subseqently jreclassif ied as a regular 
school based on information connected during the study. The final count of 
regular and special schools in the sample was 437 and 70> respectively. 
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response rates for the study are quite adequate and there is no reason to- 
suspect that study findings have been systeroatical^^^iased by aonresponse . 
^Howevet^ the pQtential for the realized level of nonresponse to systematically 
bias the sample/ results discussed at some ^ngtb in Appendixes A and B. . 

II. SAMPLIKG ERROR COKSIDERATIOKS 

The results of any survey based on a sample of a population (rather than 
on the entire population) are subject to sampling varisBility. The sampling 
error (or standard error) provides a measure of the rapge ^tt^^ which ^ 
sample estimate can be expected to faj.1*^ cert^ain proportion ^^^^e time. For 
example, it may. be estimated that 86 percent of all lEPs contain a atatemeat 
of the student's present level of educational performance. If it is calculated 
that the sampling error for this estimate«was 2 percentage points, then acco-rd* 
ing to the Central Limit Theorem, 95 percent of all possible samples of that 
same size sele^cted in the same way would yTeld estimates of between 82 percent 
and 90 percent (that is, 86 percent i 2 standard error units) for the percent ^ 
of I£Ps that contain performance level information. That is, one would be 95 
percent sure that the true population figure (percentage) is within the interval 
cf 82 to 90 percent. The following probability statements are associated with 
some of t^e more commonly used standard ecror intervals: 

a) AfcTout 68 percent of the time the true population figure will fall" 
within ± 1 S£ of the sample figure. 

b) About 90 percent of the time the true, population figure will fail 
within ± 1.6 S£' of the sample' figure. ' ^ 

c) About 95 percent of the time ^ Che true population figure will fall 
within ± 2 S£ of the sample figure. 

d) About 99 percent of the .time the true population figure will fall 
within ± 2.6 SE.of the sample figqre. 

The decision to obtain information from a sample rather than from the 
entire population is .made in the iiltenest of reducing co^ts-, both in terms of 
money and the burden on the population to be surveyed. The parti(;ular sampl^ 
design chosen is the one which is expected to yield the" most accurate descrip- 
tive information regarding key properties of lEPs for the least cost. It is 
Important to realize that, other things being equal, estimates based on small 
sainple sizes are subject to larger standard errors than those based on large 
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samples, Also^ for the same sample design and sampl^e size, the closer a 
percentage is to^ or 100, the smaller the sampling error** ^ 

Details of tbe standard error computation ior the survey, are presented in 
Appendix r 

III. SAMPLE DESCRIPTIONS 

The tables* presented in this section provide descriptive info irmat ion 
about the Basic Survey and State/Special Facility Substndy samples. Similar 
information about the Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy , which is a ^^sub" 
sample of the Basic Survey sample , is presented with the re suit St of that 
substudy in Volume IV, These descriptive data, which show the distribution of 
various sample units (districts, schools/institutions , or students) by major 
classification groups , indicatje that the sampling strategy was Extremely 
successful in obtaining the desired sample dispersion. 

' Basic Survey Satpple , 

Table A. 3 ;shows the distribution of districts, schools, and students over 
United States Office ^of Education Regions; Tables A. A* and presents the 
distribution of school districts over size-of-enrollment and per*pupil expen- 
diture categories, respectively; Tables A, 6 and A, 7 provide distributions of 
sample schools by size and type of community in ,which they are located 
(Tabl^ A>6) and by their grade-^Ievel organization and designation as regular 
or special schools (T abl e 4*7); and Tables A, 8^4*11 show the distribution of 
sample students by age anoN^chool type (Table A»8)^ by grade le^vel and sex 
(Table 4.9) ^ by race (Table A»10), and by, the nature and severity of handi- 
capping Condition (Table A* 11)* 

B. State/Special Facility Substudy Sample 

Table A»12 shows the distribution o?^facilities in the sample by three 
size-of'enrollment categories; Table 4*13 gives ^e distribution of facilities 
by their primary purpose* Students in the facility sample are described in 
Tables A,14'A.17 by grade level and sex (Table A*1A), age (Table A. 150, race 
(Table A-16), and nature and severity of handicapping condition (Table A, 17)* 



6^ 

<i All / 



H'^iitu .VI 

* 



UIBTHIBUTtoH OK BAS^C SUKVk:V SAHRIE UHITS USOi KECIOH 



_Diatri£ta_ 



19 

22 
42 

' 18 
16 
7 

J7 
M 

20tS 



10.6 
■ 20.2 
20 2 
7 

;.7 

3 4 
. 8.2 
5,3 



JOO.O-^ 



Htm t> e (: a nd Perc enL oL^ftuJe Units ^ 



Regular 



S pectdl 



30 
43 
43 
92 
8/ 
37 
3j 
lb 
'36 
21 

436 



6,9 
9.9 
9.9 
21.1 

2U.0 

a.s 

/.3 
3.4 
- ft 3 

lUU 0 



4 
I 

10 

I") 

13 
6. 
4 
3 
4 
7 

7) 



b,6 
a, 4 
14. t 
26 8 
l».3 
ft 4 
5 6 
4.2 
b,6 
9.0 



100. 









Regular 


_ special 


TotaU 




l*eLf cut 






HwiUer percent 








150 « 


7.1 


23 ^ 


4,3 


173 


6,5 


201 


9.4 


8 . 


1.5 


200 . 


7,9 


214 


10, 1 


77 ' 


14.5 


29 J 


11. 0 


4Sft 


21.5 


145 


i 

Z7.3 


603 


22.7 


425 


To 0 


9.; 


17*3 


^J7 


19,5 


ltS2 


8 6 


* 48 ^ - 




230 , 


^ 8,7 


147 ' 


6,9 


32 


6 b 


179 


6,7 


68 


' 3,2 


24 


4:? 


92 V 


3,5 


1/6 


8.3 




6.0 


208 


7,8 


105 


^ 4.9 


50 


9,4 


{55 


5,8 


:f,l26 


100.0-^ 


> 

S31 - 


•*t*o,o^' 


J*6S7 


100.0-^ 




lable A. A 



BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICTS CUSSIFIED 
BY SIZE OF STUDENT ENROLLMENT 



Size of Earollmeat 



Districts ia Sample 



Number 



Percent 



1'299 or less 




A 


1.9 


300-599 




9 


A. 3 


'600-999 




9 


■4.3 


1,000-2,999 




38 


18. ,3 


3,000-4,999 




28 


13.5 


5,000-9,999 




A5 


21.6 


10,000-24,999 






18 ;8. 


25,000 or* more 




■ ^ 36'. . 


■ 17.3 ■ 


Total . ' - ' 


2 .08 

* 


100.0 



Tabl? A. 5 



BA'SIC'SURVEY sample .school DISTRICTS XIASSIFIED . 
BY LEVEL- 0? ANtftJAL tER-PUPIL EXPENDITURE 



Annual P^-Pup:^I 
Expenditure Level 



^Districts in Sample 



r,099 or less 
1,100-1,299 
l.,300-l,A^ 
1,500-1.699 
1,700-1,899 
1, 999-2 ;099 
2,100 or more 
Uadeterroiaed > 

Total 



' ■ -29 




13.9 


V> 33 




15.9 


A3. 


\ 


'20.7 


*35^ 




re. 8 


' ' ■. '24 t 




11.5 


20 . 




?.6 


, \ 22 




. 10,6 


'-2 


* i 


1.0 



4.18 



208 



66 



100,0 
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- Table A. 6 



BASIC SURVEY S, 




SCHOOLS CLASSIFIED BY SIZE AND TYPE OF COMMUNITY 



Size and Type of Community 


' 

Schools Iq Santple 


Number Percent 


J ■' 

.^gjiaril rural or farming community 
V 

Small cit^ or town under 50,000 and not ^ 
a suburb of a city 50,000 or more'' 

Titv of SO nnn - 000 anH nnt a Siiiburb 

of a city 200,000 or more 

Suburb of a city 50,000 - 200,000 

City of 200,000 - 500,000 and not a suburb 
of a city 500,000 or more 

Suburb of ^ city 20(5,000 - 500,000 

City of over 500,000 

*Suburb of a city over 500,000 


■ lOA • " 20,5 

' 1A6 28.8 

79 ' ' 15.6 
AO 7.9 

• , 22 A. 3 
16 ' 3.2 
AA 8.7 
' 56 11.0 


Total 


507 ^ 100.0 



. Table A. '7 

BASIC Purvey sample schools £;lassified by type 

OF' SCHOOL and GRADE/AGE-LEVEL ORGANIZATION 



* •* 

Grade Level Organization 


Regular Schppis 


■L 1 

Special Schools 


Total 


Number Percent 


■ Number Percent 


Number Percent 


— 

Elementary 

Secondary / 
Eleijentary/Secondary 


326 64,3 
' 100 19.7 
10 . ' 2.0 


' 13* ,'2.6 
-7 l.A 
"■'51 10.1 


339 .66.9 
W 21.1 
61 12.0 


\ 

Total 


'A36 86.0 


' ' 71 ■ 1A,05^' 

« 


507 100.0 



a / * ' 

- ^ Detail does not add to total because of rounding. 



.. ' Table A,8 < , ' 

AGE DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC SURVEY SAMPLE STUDENTS, BY SCHOOL TYPE 



Student Age 



School Type 



Regula r 



Special 



Number Percent- 



b/ 



Number Percent- 



Total 



Number Percent-' 



b/ 



2A26 100.0 

7 



5 


0:»9 


8 


0.3 


-11 


2. 1 


17 


0.6 


20 


3.8 


53 


2.0 


19 


3.6 


125 


A . 7 


26 


A. 9 


178 


6 . 7 


39 


7. '3 


233 


8.8 


3A 


6. A 


189 . 


7.1 


25 


A. 7 


193 


7.3 


32 


6.0 


■^93 


7.3 


28 


5.3 


179 


6.7 


32 


6.0 


196 


7. A 


31 


5.8 


206 


7.8 


AO 


7.5 


251 


9. A 


■ AA 


8.3 


235 


8.8 


A5 


8.5 


173 


6.5 


38 


7.2 


127, ■ 


A. 8 


23 


A. 3" 


'55 


2.1 


15 


2.8 


20 


0.8 




■ A. 5 


26 


1.0 


531 


100. 0-^ 


■ 2,657 


' 100.0 



Total 



a/ 

5/ 



New Mexico dlerclined to participate prior to study design implementation. 

f 

All' percents are based on column totals. 
Percents do not total 100 due to rounding error. 
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A. 20 



Tabl« A. '9 



' • -GRADE LEVEL AOT SEX DISTRI^UflON' 'OF BASIC, SURVEY SAtlPLE^STUBENTS 



Male 



Fefoale 



Total 



Grade Level 



Number Percent,-^ Number- Percent-^^^ 



Number Percent- 



b/ 



Pre-K 

■ *; K 

L 

2". 

I 

3 * 

• 5 ; 

' 6* 
7 

9 

10 - 



11 .V 



12 

Ungiraded/ 
Undetermined 




1,.2 

6. A 
"7.6 

6.2 
5,^ 
A. 3,, 
6.7^ 
6.2 
8.0 
7.0 
5.5 



3v6 > 
21-.8 • 



Tptal 



2,657, • '100.0?'' 



a/ * 

Detail aoes not 



t&l because of ,^ rounding ^ 



All pet#eats^are based on* ttie^ total of 2,657 students 



' Table 4.10 

RACE DISTRIBUTION OF BASIC SURVEY *SAHPLE STUDENTS 



i ' ^ 

1 4 

Race . ^ 


3 \ ^ 1 

Students 


Humber Percent 


^ ! > 

Amerlcaa ^Cadiaa or Alaskan, Native 

Asiaa or Pacific Islander 

Black, Hot Hispanic ^ ^ 

Hispanic 

White, Hot Jfispaaic 


38 1.4 
20 0.8 
526' *19.8" 
103 ■ 3.9 
' 1,970 74.1 


Totai 

1 • * . ^ 


2,657|J 100.0 



- ' ■ . (_- I 

, . ■ _ ^ . ■ 7 ^' 



4.22 



1 



Table ^-U 

DISTRlSUriOH Of BASJC SUHVtY SAMPLE STUDEMTS, BY NATURE AND StVEHlTY Oh lUHniUPPlHO COHOjTCOH-' 




t 

Dt'jl or ihrj (^f Hearing'^ 
Or lLu[»f ih t ly lui^irt^d 



Ttii^ tMlorr jtij seventy ot c<if)L btudriit'^ i^nnJilioD w^s ilelermiriotL ejieLtfied Vor each &ltiJeiLl hy f)i^/lier 

I,/ O ' . . ' ' ■ 

twl^ii provider the luldl ntunb^^rs <iiid pt^r^outb of repttrlcJ di^dbililicc for the san^lc sludeitls. Tlic loial 

iiiJAhi I lit 1 i»ji4i I luiib exceeds llie &dm|itej#ize bot ^Kise sn^v*' sltidciilK li<ive oiijliple diLahi} it 

* ^ Vei ' riiL h Ml ^tlic^c: coliimdb b<iseJ ^^i^ i^tiw lot jI i ,e, , the. Hum]>er ot t^lit^cnia t^huwn J ti the; co^re&pttndriig row 

til** iltluHltl , * . . , * . * ■ " ^ 



Table 4.12 

DISTRIBUTIOK OF STATE/SPECIAL FACimY SAMPLE 
CLASSIFIED BY. SIZE OF STUDENT E^^RO^^HEKT 







size jof Enrollment 




Kumber / 


Percent 








1-49 




22 / 


30.1 






59-200 , J 
,201 or^-mtffe 


* 


30 / 
21 ■ / 


- 41.1 
28.8 






■ 

Total 


1 


73 


100.0 





Table 4.13 

DISTRIBUTIOK OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE . 
CLASSIFIED BY PRIMARY PURPOSE OF FACILITY 



Primary Purpose '■- ; H umber 'Percent 





^ Res^dehtiB^< treatEnent that Includes 
e^lucatioQal services * , 


18. 


24.7 




\Day c^re treatment that includes educa- 
^- tional ^services . ' 


10 


13.7 

* 




Day care and residential tre^ment. that 
includes edu<^ationaL services 


10 

* 


13^-. 7 




' Educational services only 


21 


'28>',8 




■ Other , ' . ' ^ 


11 . 


• ' _ 15. l' 




.U^idetermined 




,4.1 




•tk>£&,v ■ * • . . 


■ 73 


' 100. Ot^ 





Percehts do not jC-otal 100 due to rounding* i 




■ Table A.lA • * 

* . * 

GRADE LEVEL AJTO SEX DISTRIBUTION OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDENTS 









V t di^C^ -uC vex 






Sex^/ 




Total 


t 

• 


Male 


Female 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 


Number 


Percent 










Pre-K • 


22 




6.5' 


15 


7.1 


37 


6.7 


K 


12 


A 


3.5 


8 


3.8 


20 


■ 3.6 


1 


7 




2.1 


2 


1.0 


9 


1.6 


2 


1 




0.3 


3 


l.i* 


it 


6.7 


3 


7 




2.1 


1 


0.5 


8 . 


1.5 




1 




0.3 


2 


1.0 . ■ 


3 


0.6 


5 


2 




0.6 


3 /. 




■ 5 


0.^ . 


6 


■ A 




1.2 


' 1 


' 0,5 


' 5 


0.9 ; 


7 


9 




, 2.7 


5 


2.i* 


■li* 


2.6 • 


8 


9 


/ 


2.7 


3 


l.i* 


12 


" 2.2 


9 


12 




3.5 


. ' 3 


•l.i* 


15 


2.7 


lo' 


5 




1.5 


5 




' 10 


1.8 


11 ■ 


it 




. 1,2 


2 • 


1.0 


6 


1.1 


. 12 ' 


' '5 




1,5 


2 


1..0 


7 


1.3 


"Ungraded/ 
















Undetermined 


239 




70.5 


156 . 


73.9 


' 395 


71.8 


Total 


339 




100.0^'' 


211 


\oo.o^^; 


, A 
. 550 


100.0 







a/ 

All-percents are based oti a total sample of students for whom sex 
information was available. , 

~^ I^Percents do not total 100 ^ue to rourtding error* 



Table 4.15 



Ah OISTRIBUTrON'*OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDENTS 



' ~ ^ "3 








Percent^^ 


Student Age 


Numbe r 





3 year 

4 year 

5 year 

6 year 
' 7 year 

8 yeaf 

9 yeaf 

10 year 

11 year 
l:2^'y^ar 

13 year 

14 year 

15 year 

16 year 

17 year 

18 year 

19 year 

20 year 

21 year 



olds 
olds 
olds 
olds 
olds 
olds 
olds 
olds 

olds 
ol,ds 
olds 

olds 
olds 

olds 

old^ 

olds 
olds 

olds 
olds 



12 
28 

'32 
12 
27 
17 
24 

^28 
27 
33 
44 
64 
38 
35 
33 
28 
28 
21 
19 



2.2 
5.1 
. 5.8 
2.2 
4.9 
3.1 

"4.4 ; 

• 4.9 

6.0'- 
8.0 : 
■ 11.6 

- 6. if'-] 
6.0 

It 

5.1 

5 a ' 

3^8* 

3.5' 



Total 



550 



100. 0^^* 



a/ 

b/ 



All.perceDts are based on columo totals*. , '* 
Percerft^ do not total 100 due roundirfg eif-rot.; 



. Table 4.16 > t 

RACE DISJRIBUTICJN OF STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY SAMPLE STUDE;NTS ^ 





Race 


Ktimber 


a/ ' 
Percent- 1 









American Indian or Alaskan Ifative 
Asian or Pacific Islander 
Black,' Kot Hispanic ^ 
Hispanic 

White, Not Hispanic ^^^^^ " 


/ 1 

, 2 
104 
19 

. 424 


0.2 t 
0.4 " I 
18.-9 . ! 
■3.5 ! 
• 77 . 1 


Total " 


550 


100 . 0-^ I 

It 


*■ 


a/ 

All percents are based on coltimn 
Percents do not tot^l 106 due to 


totals . 

rounding error. 




^ 1 







Table A. 17 



DISTRIBUTION OF FACILIffe STUDENTS , BY NATURE AND SEVERITY OF CONDITION- 



to 

00^ 







1 


j \ 

* 

i 

Nature 2f Condition 






Severity of Conditions 




* 


. Total^/ 




Mild 


Moderate ♦ 




Severe 


Number 


c/ 

Percent- 


Number 


Percent-^ 


c/ 

Number Percent-' 


Nufober 


Percent 








; lie II iij ivcLrdrucu 


13 


2. A 




A. 7 


32 


5.8 


71 


12.9 


; Learning Disabled 

1 


6 


1.1 


5 


0.9 


.10 


1.8 


21 


' 3.8 


1 Emotionally Disturbed 


10 


1.9 


19 


3.5 


ii 


2.0 


AO 


7.3 


^ Speech Impa i red 


6 


1.1 


A 


0.7 


3 


0.6 


13 


'2. A 


Deaf and Flard of Hearing 


■ 1 


0.2 


A 




. 3A 


6.2 


39 


7.1 


* Orthopedl^ally Impaired 


2 


O.A, 


6 . 


l.I 


6 


1.1 


lA 


2.6 


Visually Handicapped 


0- 


0.0 


3 


0.6 


10 


1.8 


13 


2. -4 


Other Health Impaired . 


S 


0.^ 


20 


3.6 


9 


1.6 




6.2 , 


Multiple Condition^ 

</ 


20 ' 


3.6 * 


70 


12.7 


215 


39.1 


305 


55. A 


Total * 


• 63 


■ 11.5^/ 


157. 


28.5^^ 


330 


60.0 


550 


' 100. 0^^/ 



a/ % ^ " " 

The nature and severity of each^^student* s condition was determined and specified for each student by 

his/her special education teacher. 

This column' provides the total numbei's and percents of reported disabilities by severity level for 
the sample students. The total number of conditions exceeds the sample size because some Students hive 
multiple disabilities. 

lO - Percents in. these columns are based on row totals, i.e., the number of students shown in the 
' ; corresponding row of the last column. 

^ 6/ . ^ * " - 

\r Detail does not add to total because of rounding. 
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Chapter 5 
InstrmaentatioD 

Seven instruments were developed and field tested for collecting the data 
for the Basic Survey and its related substudies: lEP Evaluation Checklist, 
Student Characteristics Questionnaire, School Characteristics Questionnaire, 
School District Characteristics Questionnaire, State/Special Facility Charac- 
teristics Questionnaire, Sampling Information Protocol, and Level 2 Substudy 
Protocol. These instruments are described in ^his chapter. The justification 
for each item of each of these instruments is presented in the design report 
(see footnote 1 in Chapter 1)* 

Four additional Data-of^Reccrfd Forms also were prepared for recording 
information obtained in informal discussions with school, school district, and 
state/special facility personnel. Each of these forms is. described Hlong with 
the description of the questionnaire to which it most tlosely relates. Several 

r 

other data record forms (e.g. , Sampling Information Record^ Student Li&ting 
Form, and Multiple Reporting ' Sheet) were developed to assist Rrt field P^^^" 
sonnel in selecting the student sample at each sample school and facility . 
While these in-house forms were referenced earlier in Table 3.1, they are not 
described her^. 

I. lEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST 



The lEP Evaluation Checklist (see Appendix C) was deve^ped to compile 
data Regarding the properties and contents of lEPs^i^Each collected m the 
national survey was carefully reviewed at pTI hy trained evaluators who then 
entered or checked the appropriate information in the lEP Checklist. The^ 
Checklist was designed so that, once completed ^y the evaluator, the entered 
data could be keyed directly onto 'fnachine-^readable files fW subsequent analy- 
sis. ' ' ^ 

The lEP Evaluation Checklist was specifically intended to provide answers 
to the first six Basic Survey question^ (see Table 3.1). To provide answers y-^ 
to ^these questions, the Checklist includes 492 response options grouped under 
16 general info'^rmation headings . These general information headings request 
descriptive data regarding to what extent and in what fqrmat mandated 

» ^ - . 



. 78 



'A 



f * 
\ 



lafonDatloQ included in IEPs,^'aad to what'extent and in what format addi-^ 
t ' . * * }• • \ - 

* tioaal iaformatioQ is iD,tludeo to improve the viability of these docoments ^s 

instructional ^lans* The procedures used to entei; data in the^ Checklist is 
■ descritfed in Section III of Chapter*4* 

II. STUDEIGF CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (AND DATA -OF -RECORD FORM 4) 

f - ' . . ' . ■ - 

\ The . Student^Characterlstics Questionnaire (see Appendix D)^is a; two-page 

* questiounaire^that was completed for each studerlt^in the Purvey sample by the 
teacher pidst knowledgealjle about ^the *student ' s ,IER. /(Two Student Charajcter- 

^ is tic's Questionnaires were. cj)mpleted for ^ eack s^tudent in the Retrospective 
Longitudinal, Sub'study; i*e^,' for "those students fox whom lEPs were colJ.ected 
for two consecutive years. J This questionnaire provided information regarding 
the characteristics of* students receiving special educational "services in 
public schools and state/special facilities, the participants in the ^eyelop- 
ment and approval of ,I£Ps, the service ^ttings in which students received the 
special educational services specified in lEPs , and the proportion of^ the 
academic week that stuctents spent receiving these special services. 

The Data-of-Record Form 4: Public School Student Information (see Appen- 
dix D) is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal 
discussion with the teacher most knowledgeable about each sample student ' s 
lEB* The information is in regard to whether the student's special education 
placement i^ in the sample school, in some other school, or in both. 

HI. SCHOOL CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE (AND DATA-OF-REGORD FORM 2) 



The one-page School Characteristics Questionnaire (see Appendix E) was 
completed by the principal (or designee) of each school in the sample^ during 



^ Section *602 of the Education f^r All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 
(P,l. 94-142)^ states that an lEP shall mclude *'(A) a statement of the present 
levels of educational performance of su^ child, (B) a statement of annual 
goals^, including short-^term instruct]j|nai objectives, (Q) a statement of the 
specific educational services to be provided to such^child, and the extent to 
which such child will be able to participate, iri regular educational programs, 
(D) the projected data for initiation and anticipated duration of such services, 
and^ (E)^ appropriate objective criteria and evaluation procedures and schedules 
for determining, on at least ^n anhual basis, whether instructional objectives 
are being achieved/* , 
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the time that lEPs were^being collected in his/her school by the RTI survey 
specialist. Thts instrument was used to provide basic descriptive information 
about 'the type of school, type of community, and available special education 
resources* These data were used to des,cribe the schools in which students in 
t^e sample wer< beiag served, and to determine the existence of significant 
relationships between school characteristics on one hand, and the properties 
aad contents of the lEPs and the type of special services being provided on 
the' other handt . ' - » 

The Data-o{-Record Form 2: Public School Information (see Appendix E) is 
a two*page form used to record information obtained in informal discussion * 
^with the school principal or other school personnel. The information is ia 
regard to school grade range^ total school enrollment, number of handicapped 
students receiving special educatioa, status of handicapped students who do 
not yet have lEPs, special educatioa funding sources, and approximate number 
of handicapped students who receives special education at another school-on a 
pull*out basis. % 

IV. SCHOOL DISTRICT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE 
(ANP^ DATA-OF-RECORD FORM 1) 

The one-page School District Characteristics Questionnaire (see Appendix F) 
was completed by the school district superintendent or his/her designee, Thi^s 
instrument provided descriptive information about the'* resources available for 
handicapped students in the districts in which the sampled . schools were located. 
In addition to describing the districts, the data was used to determine the 
existence of significant relationships between district characteristics and 
the properties and content of the lEPs and the type of special services being 
provided, * * * ^ . 

The Data-of-Record Form 1: School District Information (see Appendix F^ 
is a one*page form used to record information obtained in informal discussion 
with school district personnel. Th^ information is in regard to the number of 
intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements through which handicapped 
students are served, and the approximate number^ by handicapping condition^ of 
students so served, - - ^ 



V, STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY/CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE 
(AND DATA-OF-RECORD FORM' 3) 

The 'three-page State/Special Facility Characteristics Questionnaire (see 
Appendix G).was completed by the director or other appropriate personnel dt 
eact^ of the facilities in a sample of state/special facilities. The data from 
this questionnaire were .used for basically the same two purp<^ses as the School 
Characteristics Questionnaire and the School District Characteristics Ques- 
tioonaire; i,e., the dat^ were used to describe the facilities in the sample, 
and to determine the existence of significant relationships between state/ 
, special facilities and the properties and contents of lEPs and the types of 
special services being provided. 

The Data-of"Record Form 3; . State/Special Fac.iLity Information (see^ 
Appendix G) is a one-page form used to record information obtained in informal 
discussion with State/Special Facil ity personnel , The information is ia 
regard to the handicapped student enrollment and the status of handicapped 
students who do not yet have lEPs. 

VI , LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY PROTOCOL 



* The ten-page Level Z Substudy' Protocol (see Appendix H) outlined the 
field procedures to be followed in collecting data for a small subsample of 
students. This data collection activity was carried out by RTI professional 
staff members or consultants and consisted of interviewing relevant stafjE 
(e.g-, the student*^ teachers, parents, school principal, special education 
coordinator), of classroom observations, and of a study of each sami>Ie stu- 
dent's school records ,^ The data collected during these unstructured data 
collection activitiesr consisted of entries on data record forms (see Appen- 
dix H) and of narrative summaries, These^data were used to describe the 
special education and related. services actually received by handicapped stu- 
dents,, to compart this 'special education program as actually implemented with 
the special education program as documented in the lEP,' and to determine the 
nature of, and reasons for* any discrepancies between the two. In addition^ Jthe 
data were used to estimate the degree of familiarity of parents with the 
contents of their children's lEPs. 
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VII. SAMPLING IDFORMAIION PROTOCOL 



The Saropling Information^ProtocoI ^see Appendix I) outlined the j>roce- ■ 
* 

dures to be followed by RTI survey specialists in collecting certain school 
and school district _ re La ted iafonaation (including enrollment ^izes) via 
contact with the school district superintendent. These data were intended -to 
meet two needs. First, the data were used, along with other aVailablp dat-a, 
as a basis fox*. selecting sample schools within each sample districts And 
second} the data were used to describe schools and school districts in which 
students receiving special education services were enrolled. 




0 
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Chapter 6^ 
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Data Col^ctiLon> Receipt Control, lEP Cia^ingj and Data Processijig 



Thi^ chap>?6r^'pxrp1||^s an overview of the^ procedures used'^to collect and 
process the large^pount of data required tq meet the objectives of the national 
^survey, ^ these procedures aria descriljed . In five sexstion^ifAsf follows: data 
collection (Sec(^o§|^I) ; receipt control ^(Section II); lEP coding (Section III); 



rocidure 



data procg5«4J^ (Section IV); and confidentiality procedures (Section V) . 
: ' , n * I* DATA COLLECTIdN " 



A. 



B_asic Survey, . ^ ^ ^ " : ^ ^ 

/ 1 . Gaining Cooperation ' ' * 

"Stahdard sc^iool ,survgy protocol was followed in an effort to ^ain 

^Cooperation from 232 selected" sjchodl districts. (LEAs) in 43 statifes. Contacts 

began in early Deeeraber, t978 with a letter' from BEH*ta,^e Chief ^Stf^e School 

Officer (CSSO) of eis:h state , inclu^fed in the. survey* sampLe (see App^pdix J) * 

'The letter was ^dfsi^nfed' to ihtorm the £^SO,,of theysurvey, to advise^ thajt 

school districts' iii the state had been selected ^fpr participation, ar^5 td ' 

reques£#cd0^ration froij th6 State Edijfca'tion Agettcy (SEA). . A list of selected 

LEAs within the state accompanie^d the letter, line C^SO was requeste^^ to namji 

the Director of Special Education for^the SEA^-as^tate coo^rdlrfAor for the 

survey.^ A cop^of each CSSO letter also w$s sent Jto-the app?;;^riabe stfite 

^epresentadtvje of the Committed- on Evaluation and InfonnaJtio''n Systems (^iCEIS^ 

M the Cctncil of Chief St«te Sj:hoo| Officers, 

Approximately -oi^e , we^k a^f t^r Jfthe* XSSO letters were mailed, 3^roject 

staff ^ meod)er tel^phajiei the*Director S?f 'Special Education of each' state in- 

*cluded in the san4>le. purj.ng these ^ rt'lls', SEA cooperation w^s solicited, - 

requests for 'additi^onaX 'infoxjnation^were handled, and procedures, for contacts 

with sampjV LEAs within* each s^tate w^e^e Vgr^d^pon. ^ nunfbep'of options we;:e , 

offered'fo^: tJie cp^hauct ^£ LEA niail^ag^ , ^telepliorte fol},^-up, and data c6llec- 

, tiDpf scheduling" to ^nstyre that SEA-prefe^xed 'prt^toco^ would ;be followed*. 
»-* * ' * * ■ ft V * * * 

Th/se option^ ranged from all arran-geipents with- LEAs ^eiiig: comp^leted by the * 

'State ^o^dinltor ^'to. all arrangemehts^^BeiQg' mad^ ,diVectly' with iLEAs from?* 
\. BEH/RTI. ' ; , , . - ' ^ 
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/fter completion of the telephone contact Vith each SEA, a- letter, was ^ 
sent from RTI confiYmiag arrangenjehts agreed upon (see Appendix- K). All 43 
contapted. stat'es agreed to cooperate./ ^ 

^ Contacts with sa^le LEAs were initiated in January, 1979, with informa- " 
tioQ packages *prepaired at RTI and mailed fro© BEH. The package contained a 
cover letter f^om BEM ;(see AppendiSc L), a summary description of the survey 
(see Appendix M) , ajd a copy of the appropriate CSSO letter* The cover letter, 
addressed to the LEA superintendeQt, explaiQed the survey,' indrcated thati^e 
district had been selected for participation, iavited Che superintendent to 
designate the district 'special** education director or another staff nierDber.,as 
coordinator, and advised that the LEA would be Contacted within" a few day^s * 
regarding participation* These .mailings were made directly to ^sample LEAs 
with copies to the ^desigrtated^ state coordinator and the CEI^repiresentative * 
for the state, Except- iQ those cases wher^ the SEA had 'selected- ^ contact^^^^ 
Option requiring mailiag from ^e state level. Jn these latter cases packages 
for each s^ntpl^ LEA were ^iled fr^m BEH to the designated state coo-rdiffator 
for disj;rLbutL^^ - ^ " . ■ • ^ 

Telephone follow-up vith LEAs began approximately two weeks ^*afCer jthe ^ 
maS^ling' These calls were made by RTI field supervisors^^*^During the telephone 
conversation vith a superintendent t>r designated LEA cooi;(!linator, efforts were 
m^de to: . ^ ' ^ , " - v ^ " . "* 

*'*^ay Sbiieit the dist4;ij(f't*« cc^cfo'eration In the i^drv^T^ - 

b) r> Deterjnine ffhe desired procedure* Sor contacting sample sch^ls within 
^trte I^A. ■ / 

c) Obt^n ^urrent school and enrollment information required to select 
sample sctioolsl' . ' , 

EafcK field supervisor was provided with written procedures "for conducting the' 
.LEA contact^ and was Uij^efed far the activity by a telisphone conference call 
witt>' a project survey^ specialist.^ Results were telephoned to. 'RTI so that* 
school sampl^ selectiop and preparations fpr school contacts could i^e completed. 
Contacts were made with 232 sample" LEAs. . Of these, 208 agreed to participate, 
22 declineds and 2 were^ determined to j)e ii^igible. » * * * 

Contacts with principals^ of sample sch/o^ls -Beg^n a maiHng from RTI, 

whit;^ ^cont^3?ifield ^ cover , letter /rom the project -director , a summary of school? 
i^tivlties for the^ suljlfy,* and a &onfidential*ity of data *st^tement (see Appen- ^ 
d'ix N). Copies of thes$ materials were ^Jhs^ sent tp the LEA superintendent^ 



LEA coordiDator^ SEA coordinator^ and the state CEIS representative, Approxi- 
tnatel^ .two weeks after the ^hool mailings the RTI field supervisor responsible 
for dat^ collection in a slchool telephoned the school to answer questions ^ 
obtain ^j^eeqient to. participate^ and schedule' a daTa collection vi^it. Qf the 
519 schools selected for the sample, 508 agreed to participate^ 9 declined^ 
and Z wer6 determined to be ineligible^ ^ 

2- Training Field Staff , ' * ^ 

\ Sixteen fiel^i supervisors were trained at RTI in'mid-February^ 1979. 
Training was based on a ' comprehensive , project manual ^ designed to serve as a"" 
training manual 'Qs well as a procedural manual during, field work. The manual 
and ^he training covered procedures for school contacts ^ scheduAng data ^ 
colle<^tion^ shipping coEnpleted work to RTI ^ progress reporting, and detailed 
Specifications for studedt sample selection and data collection. , * 



^at saiT 
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^ , 3. Oata^CoJLecy.dn \n Sample LEAs ^ . . . . ^ ^ ._ 

V At the time scheduled during the ^Telephone contact ^ the field supe^r- 

VLSor traveled to an LEA and first met with the LEA coordinator to confinn , 
arrangements for school data collection and to complete a School District i 
Characteristics Questionrjaire tsee Appendix F) . A Data-of-Record Form 1 (see 
Appendix was complet^ed by the field supervisor. Following this introduc;tory^ 
meeting^. 4t*1^^ field supervisoc visited the sample schools within the LEA; At 
each school^ t^e fol lowiiii^ basic sjirvey tasks we^^completed,\ * ^ ^ '\ 

Finai^arra^ements for data collection were made with the p^rincipal 



or desigii^^ 



b) ■ A completed School Characteristics Questionnaire (see App^dix E) 

was obtained . - ' , ^{r 

c) ^ A sample^of 'students with current year lEPs was selected following 
^ specified procedures *(see 3^tiori I.B.3 of Chapter 4). 

d) . Unique identification numbers were ^as^igned to each sample student. 

e) " , Sample student* lEPs Were photocopied and p^sonally i'dentifying 

laformatfen waff' deleted, ^ ' ' ^ 

fjf A 'signed ^Meraoratrdurti *for the File (see Apffendix .0>*w5,s placed in^each 
^ sample student's lEP folder, ' - ^' . ^i , . ^ * 

g), completed Student Characteristics Questionnaire.^ (see Appeftd^ix D) 
for 'each sample student was obtained from the teacher most famili^r^ 
with the student's lEP, ' ' . , v ' 




i) 



A Data-of^Recocd' Forni .2 .(see Appendix E) was completed for each, 
sample school, and a j-Dat^a-^ofrReeord Form 4 (see Appeifdix^t)) .Vas 
completed for each student in th^ sarnple. - - 



All collected materials .were scab-jsdited to insure completeness. 

Upon completion *of datsa/ collection activities at.e^ch sample school within an' 

LEA, tlie fieM sugerv.isor batche<j all completed ,dacui!)en'ts by schocfl and, shipped 

them to RTI. A courtesy call was made to'^fKe lJEA office before departure from^ 

the area. . \ " ' , ' " ^ ■ . - ^1 . * 

Throughout data^'coHection, RTI field ^tafi complied- with any special 
' * ' * ■ ■- ■ * 

policies ox. procedures of sample LEAs and stnS'ols te.g., obtaining parental 



In Addition, 



consent requirement^ , file acceSs by scht>oL^ personnel^ only) 
* every effort fras ihade "to cofiduct data ^collection in a manner that**wouid result 
in minimal disruption of school activities.- Generally^ cooperation of school 



personnel with the survey activities was outstanding. 

Longitudinal SubstudAes^ ^ " ^ * 

, 1. Lev^l 1 ^ \ ^ ^ . ' ' 

Efforts were made collect data for the ^e^l 1 Rettospecti^ 
Longitudinal ^uljstudy in each sample school , involved io-^e^Basic Survey. 
Sa(npl4ng , procedures were applied by the field supervisor to randomly select 
two students, +fqr whom a pxi'or year lEP existed, from Basic Sur^^ey sample 
Then, following procedures employed for Basic^ Sur^^ey data colT^^ftion, a copy 
of e^ich selected stAident's prior, year lEP wars^^W^ and a completed* Student 

> ' ' ' i ^ ^^^^ ^ 

Characteristics' Que^cionna^i^o was obtained from the teacher most^ familiar- with > 
the studint^s prtor year ^program; - " , 
' 2. level. 2 / ^ " ' - ^ \ 

Data for the L^evel ^ Retrospective Longitudinal SiA>si^udy were col 
letted in a subsample of 25 school districts. These' visits were made by'RTI 
profits A"£*nal staff >and. consultants . . Each visit consistecf of cpllectiori of all 

data, 3s described above, for the Basic Survey and the Level 1 Retrospective 

. ' ' ■ . * ^' ' ■ ■ 

longitudinal Substudy- and , ia addition, .of ifttervie^^s , observations, and study 

of school records'^fegarding the special educa^i^on program o£ one hatLdic^pped 

student in each sample school. These da*ta collection procedures are described 

' in detail in Volume IV, Chapter 3- - > ' 
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C. State/Special Facility Substudy ' - , , ■ * 

. Data collectioa activities, si-milar to those described for the Baste Sur- 
vey were conducted ia a s^ple o£"rion-LEA adipiniste Aed state/special facili- 
ties for'tftie handicapped, approval was obtained from appropriate state-level 
admiaistraters prior to coAtacts w^h sample facilities. Mailings, similar to 
school mailings previously described', were dade to. the facilities, *Follow-up . 
Xj^lephone contacts to obtain cooperation and schedule data collection were 
made try RTI field supervisors} who then visited Assigned facilities to conduct 
fie^d work* Procedu^^s empljj^yed^were those designed for the Basic Survey, 
tii^h,^the exceptions that no \chool District Characteristics Questionnaire was 
'-i^btaiiied, a ' St^td/Special Facilities Questionnaire '#fiee Appendix G) replaced 
the School Characteristics Questionnaire, and Data-of-Record Form 3 (see 

Appendix G) replaced the, Form 1 and Form 2. ' ^ ^ 

^ ' .' ^ 

^ Excellent cooperation was experienced with sampled facilities. Of , 77 
eligible facilities ipcliided in the sample and' detennined to be eligible for 
the survey, 73 participated and A declined. ^ 

, ' , ' ' , " ^ ,11. RECEIPT CONTROL 

. ' . ■' i' ■ 

Completed documents received at RTI wer^ subjected to carefully sp^ecifietf- 
receipt-control activities , A proj ect survey assistant checked in'each ship- 
ment, making certain that all required documen^ for each sample district ^r 
facility were ic^cluded^. Then , all documents were checked to insure that 
unique identifiers' had been properly ^assigned and accurately entered on each. 
Documents were then'batched by type for processiag, . ' ^ 

^ Data receipt was monitored "by the Qse of an automated conXrol system. 
Under this system, a record was maintaiyned in a. master control file for each 
district, school, and-student in th^ sample. As each docujnent , passed thtfough 
the vatioos ;^ages of processing, "ey«nt" recoVds ^were/created* (either through 
manual keying or auto|^t>ic generation' by data-entry or editi^ programs) that 
ref V^cted changes' ^6 ci^^umeHt' status. ^Using the event recora^^ tlie, control 
file -w^s perlDdica'lly^ updated 'a(jd reports were generated summarizing tfie . * 
fiurxent sTaTiis of eaCh documenV^ and changes sinc^^ the la^ ujJdate^^ In those \ 
cases wh^ re events violated a pcedet^nnined. sequence , o^" a specif i^dfjETeriod^jli^ 
time-!pa££ed between changes in, sta^tus, warning *me^sages. were^^rinted .and 
action >as taken to resolve the *problfems. ^ ^ ^ ' * - ^ 



la additiqfl^^ raonitoriag the status of each docunient,- th^' control file 
malQtaitied 'xalonaatioQ on each document's location. This itiformation, pecmitted. 
^rapid retrieval 'documeiits -at any stage of ia-house processing/ 

■ • • ' III. lEP CODING . ' ' 

' . ^ - * * • ; 

The particulars of the lEP Checklist coding procedures can, be ^|Lnd in 
Appendix The purpose of this subsection is to; (a) describe the coder- ^ 
training process, (b) review th6 method and the intent of the quality control 
activities, and (c) r.eport briefly on the^systrem that' was foruiatively developed 
to incorjSorate unanticipated variations in lEP characteristics* 

A* Coder Training ' * 

The lEP Evaluation Checklists were completed by seven hifrKly- qualified 
and fully trained coders. All seven coders hid had preyioos^cademic and wo^k 
experience in the area opf special *e^ucation*. ' A one-week, training prografa was 
designed based on the known entry level of ^the seven* coders. This program' 
involved both activ^e and rdceptivfe learning deemed necessary to* meet the 
cod^r^trainiag task objective?,. The objectives for cod^r training were of two 
raajo]^ ty^es; one. pertaining .to the accuracy and appropriateness of arf IjidividuaX 
coder's checklist sele'^ctions , and *the ' second' pertaining to the uniformity of 
the problem-solving process exercised by the seven membe/s of the coding team, 
A comprehensive coding manual was devised based on anticipated characteristic^' 
of lEPs Caad*on characteristics of IE?s coded <iuriOg the field trial). Coder 
training began with a thorough review*of this manual, and included practice ' 
coding of six lEFs representing a variety of'IEP types*'and a sampling of 
anticipated coding problems. By meaOs of training conferences that followed, 
'each of the 'six practi^ce lEP codings^ the seven coders were ins^tructed in the 
consistent application of the devel^ped\oding protocols' and weVe lejd through 
several e^^mples of dedi^ctlve resolution of nond^ndard data placements. 
Wheneyer^coders experienced difficulty in applymg'the guidelines provided ld 
the coding manual, the* <^iginal c(MALmanual ^as expanded* to clarify these 
problem areas,. 
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B, Quality CodK^oI Procedures ' * 

The major port^oQ bf the" quality coatrol procedures' were assigned to a 
single person to maximize coder accuracy, 4:o assist coders in handling non* 
scandard data , and to maximize intercoder reliability . This individual ^as * 
available at all times for* consultations with coders when they' encountered 
difficulties in handling nonstandard lEP data. This individual also recoded 
at least one lEP per district (avera^ng one l^EP out of a batch of eighC), 
compared this lEP checklist with the checklist prepared by the coder, recorded 
any differences, in a standard log ^orm, and conferred individually with coders 
to explain* arty problems found in their coding, , The 'aim of 'these prbblem-- 
focused conferences with' coders, was to increase coder understanding of the 
rationale beflind the known coding protocols in such a way that all coders 
would follow a similar system of logic (leading to similar rAults) in their 
individual re^ol^ii-ens of c-odiftg exceptionalities-* After consensus, had been^ 
reached (thorough discussion of pref^erred placement and the raXionale for that 
placement)- between the individual coders and the quality control monitor, the 
coder^^^bceded t$ correct the errors in the lEP that h^d been checked and to 
i^w a&d correct all- lEPs^ in the same batch (or* district) lively to exhibit 




sa^^-^diff icul£;ies. When necessary, coders also went back to past batches 
ta corr^ct'^y recurrent error that later h^d been identified through the 
*^iiality ^^oBtjfol pr-ocedure's , Any difficulties encountered by the quality 
control ^oaijtbr tbat' seemed likely to affect other coders, were relayed to all 
sevett me|ibe^$ of the Coding team. Far each error found, the responsible code}: 
recorde(I, Aq the gij^lity control monitor's error ^og^, the ntmiber of other 
that \ikq needed^tb "be -checked for the possibility .of contaitting the errQr, and 
the lUifbber'of lEPs ttiat had Required correction' of that error. The original ■ 
codSiBg, manual .foe <^dders was revised^and sCtpplement€;d where necessitated by 
current difficulties in the coding ot particular it^s, 

(If * lacorporation ox Unanti-cipa^ed Variation 

ExceptionalJdata ^bn * lEPs was an occurrence of* sufficient- frequency to 
merits brief comment here^. It Ijec'ame clear early in the coding taSk that lEPs 
were* widelV diverse in both, quality ^nd characteristic^^ requiring a full 
^ontinuum of ^€ding classifjLcations and a prQcess-orie'npd system for re'solu- 
tle^ o'^f ^tp^^on*alities,_ F.ev; judgments ^of coding p-lao^ents were entirely 
;itr%ightfor^ard ^^/^iihpla. f(ost^cqdin| placements requ1^p«4 that coders 
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"^generate logical' extecisions^of existing -coding regulaci^^ns in order to make 
placements in the mosc appropriate categoi*ies. This element of extreme divert* 
.sicy^ior field-collected material was de^lt^ith through a continuous process- 
involving quality control checlcin^, -Co.der consensus discussions^ and clarifj." 
cation of rationally fob coding decisions. The coding regulations conxained in 
Appendix P reflect the outcome of this continuously e^anding coding process. . 



IV. JDATA PROCESSING 



Prior to ^dta enery^ each batch of docum^ntsr-was thoroughly edited by 
trained data editors who followed #dit specifications developed by a project 
survey specialist. When an error was discovered, the flawed dociimeat was 
routed to project staff members responsibly for resolution. Such resolutions 
were cogjpl^JLejdJay telepb£uae- (Tontjacj: with tlig. fijel4 st&ff meflibei:„ jresp^nsj.ble_pi:_ 
'by direct "telephone contact with the: sample district, school, or facility. 

Data entry for the project was performed using an in-house Data General 
mini-system. For each fbrm^ software was written that enabled operators tb 
perform simple e<Jlts, such .as checks on data type and valid, ranges. A lOfl, ^ 
percent "key^verify'' system was used to insure quality control. Undisr this < 
system., each dooiment was keyed, twios.. During *t.he secant keying, each key- 
stroke was conrpared "with that from the first keying. Where yte two did not 
match^ the terminal "locked/' forcing ,the operator'to recheck^the document 
^before reentering the data. Use of this method reduced the rate of edi"t 
failures due to' keying errors to less than one percent. - '\ " 

Using the above ^system, data were *keyed pdirectly to" disk. At vai:ious 
.intervals the disk /iles wete transferred to and sent- to the Triang^^ " 

Universities Computing Center (TUCC)_ where they were r&f omiattecl and prepafred *j. 



fojr^^u_ty^e processing. ,^ ■ 

Once data were converted ^o'rtiac&^e-readable ^rm, ^mo^e extensive ^editing 
was undertaken ^using generalized soiU?are, driven/^ cjDdebbdfesi . ErroVsk^ 

'discrepancies detected by\tt^ editing progVanfs include; out-of^range da^ta, 
invalid codes, multiple response, improper following of refuting pattern 
lack <^£ji coasiste0cy ' among two *or more items. Tar purposes oF^ lattff ''ahalys 
'distinctions wdre made .in^ Ui^^dited f ile!'between ^rofferly skipped^dat'a (due 

,Xo specified sicip patCerns) and missing data. 
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The general edit programs made no changes to jjKe^^data , except for the 
conversion of properly skipped data to tUe apprtfpriate codes. Instead, the 
programs -produced'^lists of all documents failing edits, and a list of all daX^ 
items involved in such failures. Each input file was split into an output ' 
file containing record^ that passed a^ edit checks, and- ohe containing those 



triat £a41ed at least one. Where necessary, hard-copy documents were retrieved 
.to determine wtiat corrections needed to be made to cortect failure^s. In sonfe 

cases, it was necessary to contact field '^staff, schools^^^or facilities to 

, ■ "J 

res^ve discrepancies. -On the basis of thfese checks, lists ^of corrections 
wer« generated, and changes made to the data files via online updating programs, 

After corrections weVe made, the files containing the corrected records 
were, remerged with those that had initially passed edit. The merged files- 
were t'heh made availablfe for analysis. ^ ■ , 



CONFIDENTIALITY PHOCEDURES 



* 'Several proc'edure^ were emplpyed to maintain coaiidentrality of "partici- 
pants^ ' d^ta. Th^se procedures sQme of whzch were mentioned previously in" 
thi^ chapter J are Summarized irr'^Uiis' section. 



A presentation of 'confiden 



Stall 



ty and privacy requirements was included 



in'toaining sessions RTI supervisors, field-staff » and othet on-site staff 
^members who bandied^ data. To aid in this activity, the Survey Specialist,* s 
which, w^s ^velopeit'ifor*^his study^ contained specific policy state- 
menl^l^n aaooyinity' and conf i<iantia]^4ty as well as on the rights of respondents, 
^iacluding theyright of' infonnOT' consfeht an(f the right to privacj^ 
/ Prior to tijiXi^atlng data collection activities in the schools, school 
prlncipaji^* 6t facilitjp 4irei:tors were" provided with (a; a conf idetitiality-of- 
data ^tatetment (see^ Appendix ^) which was preparg^ jointly by RTI and a member 
^-of the privacy and "^Inf^rmati oil Rights Staff, USOE, and (b) an example letter 
th^ Che uria^pai (director) mig^t vish' jo^mail to parents of handicapped 
"students injils/he'i? scboo^ia ord^f tq'obtain their pennls^s^n for RTI {^drsonnel 
y /^to ^|pe^ss^'tt|^ dkeir cUtldiren. The conftd^ntial ity-of-data $.tatejnent ' 

noce§ ^h%t data collection pl|pcedures planned the survey would be in \ 
coiiiplirance wiph both the Privacy Act of 1974^ that every precaution would be 
exercised to prot-eily the ideatiXy of,^evei:y study participant^ and that cpl- . 
' lect«d ci^t« wojad ,be useti only by RTl personnel. The example letter, 
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tho^gi not required by the Privacy Act, the Buckley Amendment, or P.E. 9A-142, 
was required on occasion by local or state policies. 

A confidentiality nj/emorandum (see Appendix 0) was placed in each student's 
file ijrom which data were collected. This memot^anduoi^ whicii was signec^^y the 
person accessing the file^ briefly explained the study and st^ated that all 
data .collected from a student's file, would be handled in strictest confidence' 
in conformity with all applicable state and Federal privacy laws, . In addsLtion,' 
upon' request} district confidentiality forms also were signed. 
. All personally identifying iafotmation on individual participants was 
removed prior to removal of data collected from a particular school or facility, 
However^ proper editing and analysis of the data required the capability to 
linK the lEPs and SCQs collected for each student, as well as to link together 
all data collected ^t ,each school and at each LEA, This requirement ^was met, , 
while still protecting the anonymity and con^j^ntiality of data related to 
participati'hg LEAs and schools, through assignment of ID numbers to the names 
and addresses of these schools/state/special' facilities. This list, which was 
maintained at ,RTI and treated as ['highly confidential" was destroyed whec^all 
data processiag and analysis activities were completed. The linkage between 
student and teacher ID' numbers and names was left at the school/state/special 
facility (with^the principal/director) with instructions that it be destroyed 
at the beginning of *the 1979-80 school Vear, at which time the data had bee^^ 
edited and'^prelimin^ry analyses completed^ 

All handling of source documents (questionnaires and photocopied lEPs) at 
RTI was done under the technical supervision 'of professional survey staff, 
Storage for source documents was provided in a secure room/ access to which 
was controlled Ti^e,,- entry signed for) by the professional staff member in 
charge of receipt control, verification, and coding operations. ' ' 

Data collection instruments rece&ved daily in , the mail were dealt with on 
a flow basis.. Overnight storage was provided in a locked and secure work 
space. When processing was completed, all source hard-copy documents were 
secured in an ordered accessible manner until data' ptocess-ing was completed. 
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Chapter 7 
Data Analysis 

This chapter provides an overview of the analyses conducted to address 
the questions posed for the study (see Table 3«1), ~ For 'discussion purposes, 
this overview is presented in three subsections. The fi/st section covers the 
Basic Survey, the State/Special Facilities Substudy^ and Level Ivof the Retro- 
spective Longitu4inal Substudy, The second section discusses Level Z of the 
Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy, The third subjection presents a brief 
discussion of the procedures used to .determine the statistical and educational 
significance of comparative an^yses of mea3ure3 for two subpopulations (e.g.^ 
comparisons of the characteristics of lEPs prepared for regular and special 
schjol students^ . , 

I. BASIC SURVEY, STATE/SPECIAL FACILITIES SUBSTUDY, AND LEVEL 1 
■ < ^ OF THE RETROSPECTIVE I;|NGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY s ' ' 



A. Creation of Work Files , * 

lEP survey data analyses^ with the exception of those for the Level 2 
Substudy, involved computer analytic procedures. These procedures wer'e managed 
through the Statistical An^lyris System (SAS) program package, including 
software developed by RTI to interface with SAS, Accordingly^ an initial step 
in approaching data analysis w^S to create a set_of SAS data sets from the 
edited raw data files, A total of six such data sets were created^ correspond- 
ing _to diffjerent sampling levels, Each^ data set contained information from 
one or more of the^-^survey instruments ^ and also contained certain ,sample 
information necessary to the analyses of tha stratified, clustered design. 
This latter information included an adjusted weight that was based on a raw 
weight, '^he raw weight was derived fro^ the ^ample design and modified to 
take into account nonre'*sponse by suclt techniques as weighting class adjustment 
procedures appropriate to the particular sample level. Details concerning the 
computation of the adjusted weights are presented in ,Appendix B. 

Of the six SAS ri^ta sets/ thr«e contain.ed information about student 



\ 



samples. One, the basic survey data s^t, contained for each student in the 
basic survey sample a data record with all information from that student's lEP* 
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Evaluation Checklist and the Student Chafracteristic Questionnaire and asso- 
ciated Data-of'Record Form* It also contained information from the School and 
School District Characteristics Questionnaires and associated "Data -of- Re cord 
Forms for the school and district in which the particular student was enrolled. 
Similarly, a State/Special Facility student data set contained for each student 
in the State/Special Fa<;Xlity sample a. record composed of information from an 
lEP Evaluation Checklist ^ ^ Student Charac terl$tic Questionnaire, and th^e 
appropriate State/Special Facility Characteristic^Questioonaire and associated 
Data-of-Record Fori* A Level L Substudy data set contained school, student, 
and lEP Evaluation "Checklist information similar to that of the basic student 
file and, additio^lly, information from the lEP £^alu*^tion Checklist and 
Student Characteri^stic Questionnaire for the prior year. The other three SAS 
data sets contained information on the schools , facilities , and districts 
involved- in the study* The school data set contained one record for each 
responding scho^ corresponding to" the School Characteristic Questionnaire and 
its assbciated Data^of-Record Form* Similarly, the facility $ind -district data 

sets contained the facility Characteristic Questionnaire and. the District 

^ V 
Characteristic Questionnaire, respectively. 



' B- Analytic Procedures " ^ 

The majority of data analyses were of two general types. One type of 
analysis provided percentages .of cases falling into various of categprief . 
The other typ^e provided estimates of mean values. For'bo^th types of analyses 
*i^*e • , percentiles or ^stima'tes of mean values) , data ^ere reported for an 
entire 'population' or were reported separately for subgroups of that population. 
For example, many of the .results pre^sented ^n this report concerning the Bas ic 

^Surv^ students are repo^rted for the total Basic Survey sample, for the sample 
broken down into age categories (3-5, 6^12, 13-15, 16-21) and by type pf 
school (regular school or special school).* " 

Host of, the /readily available Software packages would have treated the 
^mple as independent random observations, ignoring the sample design. This 
approach, thoug;|i convenient, w6uld have been inappropriate since it would not 
account for unequal' protabilitiea of ^selection . The application of sampling 

' weights is possible through some software packages, allowing correct^ estimates 
of 'aa'rameters ," but appropriate erroy variance ^ estimates typically are no^t 
prb^W^^. In f act ^ it is not possible to obtain explicit expressions for 

i 
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variant estimates of^ some complex test statistics within complex survey 
satnple designs; however, there are various approximation procedures available, 

.To produce statistics appropriately taking into account the samp^e#iesign and 
weights and tb produce staa^^rd errors for the estimates based thereon, RTI's 
SESUDAAN program was*used.^ This progr'am has been imbedded as a procedure 
step In RTI ' s SAS Procedures Library* *It provides weighted estimates o f 
proportions or itfeans, their associated standard errors,^ and the estimate of. 
the* total population (e,g,, the sum of weights on which the estimates were 

fbsised). 

In most cases, SAS program steps were executed before the running of 
SESUDAAiM to create composite variables, to exclude missing value codes from 
the- <:oroputation of means, etc* For example, one simple recbSe involved the 
definition of categories for the pumber of pages in JEPs.' 

CoitE)ute r- ass is ted data analysis was acc;omplished oq a flow bas is as 
decisions were made ^concerning the tabular presentations necessary to answer 
various study questions. The estimap^s needed for the tables were , specified 
by key project researctxers . , Programmer analysts then computed the necessary 
estimates which were transcribed onto the final tables. 



II. LEVEL 2 OF THE RETROSPECTIVX LONGITUDINAL SUBSTUDY 

Because of the nature of tKe data and the small sample^size, data callect'-^^ 
ed for the, Level 2 Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy were hand-tabulated. 



^ Shah, B/ v., SESUDAAN: Standard Errors Program for Computing o£ Stan-^ , 
dardized Rates from'^Sample Survey Data , Research Triangle Park, North Carolina: 
Researth Tri^ngU , Institute , 1979. An earlier developed program hy Shah> 
- STDEKR, wh^ch provides similar statistics, was used in the early phases of 
analysis . * , - , ■ 

^ Because one is measuring only a sample of elements rather than all 
^ITsments in a population, one, can only estimate population values. If, for 
example^ one wished- to know^ the number of lEPs with a certain characteristic 
for the population of handicapped children with lEPs, one cotilj estimate this 
from sample data. When probability sampling is used, it is possible to compute 
estifjiates that'^'are^. unbiased * The statistical meaning of the te^ "unbiased^' 
is th&t ttie e:cpected value of the estimate has the same value as the population^ ^ 
value one is estimating. ThAt is> the averaged valuJ of the estimates for all 
possible samples would be equal to the jpopulation value- The actual value of , 
the estimate would vary from sample to sample » and the stan(|ard deviation of 
the estimate, is termed the sampling error Cor standard error) of the estimate. 
The magnitude of the sampling error ^,s related to two factors over which the 
sdmplex-* can exert some control , i ^e , » the' sisfe of- the. sample and the procedures 
used in selecting tho, sample, . ^ 
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While data regarding tb^ content of the actual special education programs' for 

the sample students were collected in unstructured interview^ with school 

* * . ■ 

persoonel ^ much of ' these data were somcnarized on data record forms . This 

permitted comparisons to be made between the' actual prQgram (as outlined in 

the data record forms) and the program as speciTfie^in the lEP (as represented 

by the actual aad the I£P Evaluatioa Mt^cklist prepared for the I^P)- 

Additional dat^po support these comparisons then were ^gleaned from the narra* 

tive summaries of site-visit activities and findings. 

in. DETERftlHATIOK OF SWlSTICAL AND EDUCATIONAL / 
SIGNIFICANCE. FOR COMPARATIVE ANALYSE^^ 

Most of the comparative Analyses for the survey d^ta involved computing 
and 'contrasting counts and V^oportions Ecfr*-two subpapulations ; e.g.\ comparing 
the proporti'on of regular, school lEPs that contain ^evaluation procedures to 
the ' proportion'* of special school lEPs that cor\t*ain thi^ Tn^oniJ^tion. '^TJiese 
statistics and their standard errors were estimated' taki^rjg into consideration 
the sample design parameters. The reader is reminded that all survey findings 
dther than those of the Level 2 Eongitudinal Substudy*ar$ esCimatres of popu- 

- ■ V ^^ ■ ' ■ 

lation parameters and should be interpreted accordingly, - 

When repbrting and compa^ring the remits cit, these analyses for different 
subpopulat ions >* two factbrg were taken into con^deratipn : (a) the probabil*" 
ity, that observed differences were due to chance samplififi errors (statistical 
significance) and (b) the practical importance (educati,orfe4 significance) of 
observed differences. * * ' 

Because ^cff| the large hiAib^r of comparisons .involved, ix was not feasible 
to compute tt)e realized level of .significance f(}r e^ch comparison. Rather^ 
the following guidelines were'u^ed to aid in ruling* out "chance" differences: 

a) Differences which have* a magnitude of less th^n 1*5 ti^es the stand? 
. ^ • ard error of the difference associated Vith the measure^J'TJer^ con- 

,^ sidered ti) be "definitely nonsignificant..''-^ , v , 

b) ^ Differences of^he magnituti^ of 1.5 to 2 standard^rrgrs were-inter- 
* r prete^ as "being "suggestive off significant differen^fes/*^ » 
^ ' cj Differences of , 2 or \more standard .errors were considered to bfi^ 

J ^statistically significant. . < , , ■ 



The second category, '^suggested differences,** was included, because of the 
exploratory nature of these comparative analyses and the conservative approach 
used to determine if observed differences between measures are statistically 
significant. Suggestive differences, though they are too small to be consid- 
ered statistically significant at the level suggested for this study^ are 
large enough to use for generating potential hypotheses for testing in future. 

studies.^ / ' , 

it* 

/ The differen^|es presented in this report are those which are statistically 
significant at or beyond about the -,05 level. This means that a sample dif- 
ference of this magnitude can be expected to ocCUr in repeated ^samplings only 
five times in a hundred if, the actual difference is zero. While these r^suTts 
very likely reflect actual performnce differences between groups, they provide 
no information about dhe causes of these differences. 

In making compar^ons between two means/proportions for the Basic Survey 
and for the State/Special Facility Substudy^ the standard ertor of the dif- * 
ference between the two measures was computed as follows; 



where SEj^^^ and SE^^ are the standard errors^ of the two measures. The reader 
can easily apply this formula since it uses directly the standa rd errors 
computed .and reported iR the appendixesy^or each of the irteans/proportions . 
This formula assumes that tt^e measures being compared were based on two inde- , 
pendent samples^ i.e., thal^^ementis in one at the samples were ind^ependent of 
elements in the other sampleft This assumption is quite valid for the compari- 
sons made between Bas,ic Survey and State/Special Facility students. Hfrwever"^ 
the student samples being compared within each of thes^ studies are not^inde-' 
pendent samples since theywere selected under a consolidate sample design 
ati4 share a common hierarchy of sample units-, ^^g-t some of the 6-12 year old 
students ^ whose lEPs are being compared to those of 13*15 year old studenrts^ 
may share (attend) the same school/facility^ or the same school district as 
some of the '13-^15 year olds to whom they are being compared. A more compli* 
ca'ted formula that includes a covariance^ t^rm is required for making tests of 
significance between groups' of data that are correlated; i.e.^ 



' SEjj ~ 7(SE^^)^ + CSE^)^ - 2*C0V (Ml, M2) 



However, computatioa o£ the covariaQce term is a complicated procedure for the 

cpraplex sample design of t&is study/ \ 

T^sts made on a sfuall, representative sample of coinparisons indicate th^t 

the correlation between these groups was small and the^ standard ^r'ror of the 

dif £eJ^ence computed the formula for independent samples tends to yi^ld 

results that are slightly conservative (l.e*, the probability -of ma^k?.ng a 

Type I ^rror is lower). That is, a difference of tWo standard errors actually 

1 

represents a true significance level sltghtly less than .05. However, this 
mc^e. conserv^ive estimate is countered by the fact that mu^iple ^measures are. 
being compared for each sample' unit (e.g., number of obje^ctives, goals, pages^ 
etc., in the lEP) , thus increasing ^he probability that differences between. ■ 
one or more of these multiple measures will be "statistically signif-icant .V 
For example, when 20 coEoparisons are'^made between^he ^EPs of two groups of 
students, one woulVL-expect to reach the .05 level of significance by. chance 
alone for one comparison* 

Given these <;onsiderations, the more simplistic formula was used to test 
for statistically significant differences in the Basic Survey and Facilities 
Substudy. However, the formula for testing correlated data was used in tjesting 
comparisons ^or the ■ Level I Longitudinal Substudy. Change "data for this 
substudy were highly correlated since repeated measures were b^ed on tt^e same 
students at two points in time (prior year and current year). h ■ 

The reader is also further cautioned not to equate statistical signifi- 
cance and practical or educational importance. Unlike the technical Issue of 
statistical significance, the importance or educational signifi,cance of fi^** 
ings is a matter of judgetnent. In making this judgement^ both the magnitude 
of the difference and the Importance of the area in which the difference 
occurred should be., considered. That is , a small ,dif ferecice in *a broacl ^ r 
educationally important area, such as the extent to which anc^pal objectives 
are' specified in lEPs, is more apt to be considered educationally significant ^ 
/than a large difference in a narrow or les& important area, .such as the extent 
to which lEPs are typewritten. Although statistical sig^nif icance doe^ not 
imply educational signliicance, the above guidelines for determining statistical 
3ignifican<^ are important in judging the magnitude of ^educa^i^^nal effects in' 
that one should be reasonal^ly confident that differences which appear to be 
educationally significant do noL^ in fact, have a high probability of ^occurring 
by chance. The descriptive statistics and associated .stanjdard errors that are ^ 



presented in the appeadixes enable readers to apply tests of statistical 
sigaificance ia oirder to piake their own iGdepeci6«at judgements about the 
statistical and/or educational *sigQif icacice of specific findings* For the 
L^vel 1 longitudinal study^ Volume IV provides the reader with som^ guidelines 
for estimating the effect that the correlation between student groups has. on 
the standard error of the difference as computed by the^ormula for indepen- 
dent samp res. V. 
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Appendix A . 

Specific Details on Imtjlementation of Sample Design 

» 

I, OVERVIEW . AND ORGANIZATION OF- APPENDIX 

The latent of this appendix is to provide specific; details on the actual 
LiDplsnentatioii of the saiopling plan* For some audiences^ the level of detail 
will be unwarranted, possibly even to the^point of causing^ confusion ; however, 
it is difficul^- to avoid this feature in a rigorous technical appendix. of this 
nature- for eicpedifince, tt iQ.W be assumed that the reader is intimately 
familiar with" the details of the proposed sample design, The discussions only 
focus on, the operationalization of design concepts (i.e., strata, size measures 
reallocation of sample size, etc.), with little attention given to describing 
the transition between stages of san^ling. 

The material is organized into two parts. Specifically, Section II deals 

with the School Component samples, leaving the Facility Component samples to 

* 

be treated in Sectioo III. Within each section^ the discussion of samples is 
organized in accordancje with thje desagn hiei^arthy (i.e., districts, followed 
by schools and students in Section II; facilities followed by students* in 
Sectiofi III) V ^inally^ in discussions surrounding the Scttool Component (i.e.^^ 
"i^l^HllUi TT),^nM I I i i1 supporting a g^ven stage of sampling ar^ organized by ^ 
component (i.e., Sc&ool, Level- 1^ and Eevel. 2). 



11. . DOCUMENTATIdN OF SCHOOL COMPOKENT SAMPLING PROCEDURES 

The School Component was supported through a single consolidated three- 
stage cluster design having public school districts ^t the first sXage^ schools 
at the second, and handicapped students at the third stage of sampling. 
Discussions wil 1 emphasize procedures used at the fir jit stage of sampling 
(i,e* , districts) in order to fully establish the credibility of the realized 
sample at the national level. Each'^ stage of sampling will be discussed irf ^ 
turn* 
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A* ' Digtrict Sampling JProcedures \ \ . 

Selectioit of the district sample entailed: ^ 
1,1) AbstractLon of district frame from CIC .files. » . 

Z) ' Resolution of frame ambiguities. ■ *v ' / 

^ 3) ^ Formation of stra^tification and size variables on the district file. 

4) Selection of distric1> size measure. ^\ * ^ 

■ ' 5) Con^tructiop of strata on district frame. 
^ 6) Sel^ection of district Sample for Basic Survey. 

7) .Selection of Level Z subsample of di^stricts. 

Zy. Sununary'^^ district samples. ' - 

9) Responding status of district sample. 
Each^ ^btask*will be addressed in turn. , 
' 1 , ~ Abstraction of District Frame From CICf Files 

A machine-^readable data' file containing school and school district 
edrollment infotmation for the academic year 1978-79 was received fro^' the 
Curricillunr Information* Center (CIC) in mid-October t978. Upon receipt of -the 
f ile a f rlipe -containing all public school districts within th& geographic 
confines of' the study was constructed. For each district, information was 
retained on: (a) the nuirtber of schools ifi the district (by special education, 
vocational, adult, and otljex); (b) the district Enrollment (as reported by 
district); (^) the/sum'of enrolljnents of^all schools within ^the district (by 
type); (d)^ an indicator ^efiqiag whether or not the district is contained in a 
Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area (SttSA)j (e) state and district identi" 
^i^s; ati4 (f) a count af th^ number <rf subdistricts administered ac least in 
part l>y each district. la ^11, the frame contained 14,325 districts, includ- 
ing 158 districts perfomiihg administrative functions for 715 subdistricts. 
Discrepancies with . pul?lished National Cen^r for Education Statistitjs (NOES) 
data on d^ttict .counts, jCa|>aTt from our ^tudyexcluding Alaska, Hawaii, ftew 
Mexico, aqd all territorial , E^roperties) lie primarily in the CIC treatment of 
small districts (i,e".j distiri^.tS' having fewer than\300 students), in the chaos 
surrounding administraf^ive ihlltfi in Nebraska, and in the organi^tion of 
administrative .levels in Hew England. - , 

Z. Res^Wtion of Jrame^ Ambiguities 

, * In constructing tneldistrict frame, large discrepancies occasionally 
occurred between the di^trict/^nroll^nent appearing on the file, and the sum 
of eprolimedts of school^ withiSfc "the district. Such discrepancies were 

• - Y"' - ^02 ' 



investigated further/ and corrected ^where possible. A list of districts 

exhibiting large (that isf greater than 10 percent) discrepancies was provided 

^ \ ' * , ' ■ 

to CIC upon request* For the most part, discrepancies were found to arise due' 

to p^ll*o&t* programs in vocational schools (with subsequent double counting of 

student*) , - to the decision not to include adult education schools in arriving 

at the district figure^ and to tl^ defining of a pseudo district in each state 

"to account for the State Educati^on Agency. Unequivocably^ CIC personnel felt 

that the district enrollment figure was^most reflective of the school popula-^ 

tion being served and this Judgement wa^s reflected in any and all future 

e^timates^ Chat were made. 

3. Formation of Stratification and Size Variables 

In order to construct first-stage strata, each district record was 
augmented with variables designating census region, district size, and service 
level* (see Tables 'A. l-A.S for definition of levels associated with each vari- 
able). In addition, the indicator for Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area 
(SMSA)^ on the CIC file is defined in Table A. 4. Finallyy the family of 
candidate district size measures for the. lEP Survey all involve th*e number of 
handicapped students in each school ^district by^ school type (i.e., regular 
versus special school enrollment).'. This variable (by school type) was esti' 
mated and added to ,each district record using the methodology^ outlined in 
Attachment 1 . . 

4; Selection of District SLize Measure 

The intent of the School Component/study design was to produce a , 
self'weighting sappl^ of handicapped students at special schools having^ rate . 
rg, and a self-weighting sample of handicapped students at non-special schools 
'(termed regular) at rate r^^. In addition: ^ 

a) ^Special and Regulai;^ School Components were to be supported bi^'^a 

common first stage sample of districts. , 

b) Student sample sizes varied by school type (i.e>j. five at regular 
school and eight at special school). 

In combination, these requirements make it advantageous to employ an adjusted 
Composite size measure in selecting the district s^ple. In defining su^rh ^ 

^ ■ ^ * - . , ' * - " 

^ The Census Bureau defines an SMSA (as of 1970) as a geographic^"^*3are^ 
^^taining at leasif oHe city^ with a population exceeding 50^000. 



Table A.l ' 

\ 

Listing of States and Their Associatjsd Census ' Region 





State Kame 


State Abbreif. , 


State No. 


Census Region , 




Alabama 


AI 


01 


3 


\ Arizona ■ 


AZ 


OA 


A 


Arkansas. 


AR 


05 


3 ■ 


' California 


CA 


, 06 


A 


Colorado - 


CO 


OS 


A 


Connecticut 


CT 


09 


1 . 


Delaware 


DE 


10 . 


3 


District of Columbia 


DC 


11 


3 


Florida 


n 


12 


3 ■ 


' Georgia ' 


GA 


13 


. 3 - ■ 


Idaho 


ID 


16 ^ 


A 


I llinois 


IL 


17 


2 


Indiana 


IN 


IS 


, 2 


Iowa 


lA 


19 


2 


Kansas ■ 


KS 


20 


2 


' iCentucky 


KY 


^1 


3 ' 


Louis iana* 


LA 


22 . 


3 


Maine 


ME 


23 


1 


Mdry l^nd 


MD 


2A * 


3 


Massachusetts , 


. MA 


25 


1 


' Michigan 


HI 


26 


2" 


'Hionesota 


m 


27 


2 ' 


HissLSsippi 


MS ■■ 


2S 


3 


^ Missouri 


MO 


29 


2- 


Montana 


MT 


30 


A 


Nebraska 


NE 


' 31 


2 


Nevada ^ 


-NV 


32 


A 


New Hampshire 


NH 


33 


1 


New Jersey 


NJ * 


34 ■ 


1 


New York 


NY 


36 


1 


North Carolina 


NC 


37 


■ 3 


North Dakota 


ND 


3g 


1 


Ohio 


OH 


39 


2 


' Oklahoma 


OK 


AO 


3 


Oregon 


OR 


Al' 


^ 4 


P*>rinftt7l van 1 ;i 

CI 1 IIP y XrV 4U X 4 


t PA ' 
^ RI 


42 


1 


Rhode Island 


AA 


' 1 


South Carolina 


SC 


A5 


3 


South Dakota 


SD 


A6 


2 


Tennessee 


TN 


A7 


3 


Texas 


TX 


AS 


3 


Utah 


UT 


A9 


4 


Vermont 


. , VT 


50 


♦ 1 


Virginia 


■VA 


51 


3 


Washington 


WA 


53 ■ 


A 


West Virginia 


WV 


■ 5A 


3 


Wisconsin 


wi 


55 , ■ 


.2, 


, Wyoming 


, WY 


56 


A 
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Ta.ble A. 2 ■ 1 

SPECIFICATION OF DISTRICT SIZE VARIABLE 



District Size 



Enrollment Range ' 



1 

2 
3 
4' 
.5 
6 
7 
8 
9 



(0,99] 

[100,299] 

[300,599] 

[600,999-1 

[1000,2999] 

[3000,4999] 

[5000,9999] 

[1(J000, 249991 

[ 25000, w] 



Table .A. 3 

SPECIFICATION OF SERVICE LEVEL VARIABLE 



Service Level 



pescription of Services 



3 
4 



District has speciaf education -school 'and 
at least one non-special sdiool having 
class(es) organized for the particular 
purpose-Off providing instruction to 
exceptional children, 

District has special education schooJL(s) 
but no non-speci^ school with any classCesL 
organized for the partij:i(lar purpose of' 
providing instructt?>n^to exceptional children. 

Same as service level 1 except district has 
no special school(s). 

. Same as service level 2 except district has 
npx-^pecial education school(s). 



Table A. 4 
SPECIFICATION OF SMSA VARIABLE 



SMSA Level' 



Description 



■2 
3 



Inner portion of Standard Metropolitan 
Statistical Area (SMSA) 

Remainder of SMSA 

Non-SMSA 



A. 5 



105 



measure, 2250 (i.e*. , 5 x 450) handicapped students were to selected to 
support the Regular School Component so that 
_ 2250 



t 

where 



X^(+) = number of handicapped students enrolled in regular (i.e., 
non-special) schools on frame^ 

I Similarly, 520 (i.e.", 8 x 65^ handicapped students were to be selected to 
Support the Speci^al School Component so that / 

_ ' _■ • 520 



where 

Xg(+) = number of handicapped s'^Jdents enrolled in s{)eciaL 
education schools on frame. ^ ^ 

Finally, the handi\:appe<^ population served in regular schools can be partitioned 

as . ' y"^ 



where 



number of handicapped students served in regular schools 
X^l g (+) ^ that are administered in an LEA containing a special 
education school. 

number of handicapped students served in Tegular schools 
X^|*(+) ^ that are administered in an LEA not co^ntaining a special 
education School. 



With this notation in hand, set 

f = 

S , Xg(+) ' • 
130 



S " 



320/ 




and define tbe size measure for district i as 
X. = 



fgXg(i) + ^RigXjjis^'-^ distr^.ct i ,has special schoo^(s) 



otherwise 

NOTE: The selected size measure can be viewed as the proportional allocation^ 
oi the appropriate school sample after stratifying districts as S 
• Versus S and allocating 65 districts (or eqaivalently, 65 special and 
130 regular schools) to strata S, and 160 districts (or equivalently , 
320 regular schools) to strata S, i'-e',, 



r 



320 



^IS(+) . 



As suchj after stratifying districts on S versus S, the inclusion probability 
for a district would be " ' 



Notice that 



^nd 



US ^ 
and hence that 



65 



160 



ies 



1 



I X. 



ies 



IX, ^ 195 

1^ ' 



its 



IX, =s ^ 320 



if i£S 



if i£S 



if i£S 



if icS 
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This represeata tion will prove useful^ in quantifying self-representers and in 
discussing the allocation: of the intended dcho<}l , sample sizeyacross components 
Finally, using the methodology of the previous section, frame estimates were 



determined to be: 



4c+) = 


■ 170,795. 








1,152,925 




1,933,-849 




.0003S5573. 




,QO(ri 12756 




.000165473 



XpC:^) ^ 3,086,, 777 



At. the outset, it was recognized xhat the estimated, district size ^measure 
was extremely crude, 

5 Stratification on District Frame 

, Stratification on the district frame was intended to: 
' a) . Better guarantee integrity of Scliool Component sample sizes, 
b) Distribute sample over ■ ' * / - 

(1) geographic confines of study (see Table A.l) i 

C2) complete ran^ of* services (see Table A, 3) 

\ 

C^) district enrollment categories (see- Table A. 2) 
(U) urbanicity Csee Table A. 4) 

c. Serve*^ as base for realizing the required self-weighting sample 
-of students , ' , v 

Construction of strata will be ' discussed 'in relation to the first two themes 
in' turn* ^ " * - >^ 

a* Stratification and sample allocation schemes tojyeserve 

integrity of .School Comi^onent sample sizes . The study desigr^^s^I^ for 225 
sample districts including 65 districts that are in common for^ the Special and 
Regular School Components, Direct stratification .on "presence/absence of 
special* education , schools in district" Cderfoted by S/S respectively) resulted' 
in 835 S-'districts and 13,490 S-districts bep.ng identified on the district 
frame. The district sample was then ^al^ocated as 65 S-districts and 160 
S-districts. Late^^ it will be shown tti^t, this distribution of the Sample 
size reflects a proportit>n^ allocation of the Regular ^School, Compone^nt sjample 

'^08 ' ■ . ■ ., 
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with i:::espect to the estimated number of handicapped students served in this 
setting. This condition will be shown to be sufficient to produce an overall 
self-weighting Regular School Coigponent sarniple of students when coupled with 
the imposed school and student selection strategies. 

♦ ^ The study design 'called for the selection of two regJlar and one s|)ecial 

school, in each sample district (whed^^pres%nt) » and subsequently ^o select five 

handicapped students at each regular School-/ and eight handicapped students at' 

each special schoc^l. By definition, eadh S*sample district contains a special 

educatiod school, and without exception (according to CIC file) ^nroll mo re 

than eight ^stud^ats (all presumed to be handicapped).. As such, guaranteeing ^ 
f 

the S^district sample size serves to guarantee'all sample sizes for the Special 

School Component. Mpre care was. needed to make the same claim* for the Regular 

* . " - - ^- ■ 

School Cofl^onent. , ' ^ ■ " ' 

To "support" the Regular School 'Component, a sample district must allow 

(if scheme were '^perfect^') : " , 

1) ^ Two regular schools to be selected^ (possibly, even greater number of 

schools under revised school sample siz$ allocation using district 
levelj data qpllected during- field operatio^ns) 

2) Five handicappecT students to be selected at each sample regular ^ ^ 

. rx^ school* ^ 

Unfoftunately, not all school districts- can "support^^ the Regular School 
Component. To accomodate this, a Small Stratum (SS) was -established on the 
district frame with membership being defined as "districts having fewer than 
two regular - schools and/or fewer than 300 students*"^ 

In^^all, SS contained 3,734 districts (26S, 3708S)^ which were partitioned in 
Table A.5 into five categories on the basis of the number of regular s^chools ^ 
in the district and the size of the district' s student enrollment. SS 
districts were then cross-classif i,e.d by category and presence /absence of 
special education schooI(3).. Table A. 6 provides the details. * . 



Note that: - " ' \ ^ ^ 

a) * Less than two iregular $fhools violates intended school allocation. 

b) Fewer than '300 students i«ay cause districts to not bother serving 
' handi^tapped students, or, if they do, to have fewer than five, per 

, schoolf e,g,^ 3.52 percent of the school-aged population in Vermont 
^ ^ is handicapped ( BEH Data Mot^s , September *1977), Hence, a school 
must have 142 s^tudents on average tb reflect five handicapped stu- 
dents there (and district would Require a minimum of 284 students 
.arid two such regular schools). ^ ' ^ 



Table A. 5 

PARTITIONING OF SMALL STRATUM DISTRICTS' INTO ITS COMPONENT PARTS ^' 



• 

, CategojTv Number 


Category .Description 


if Regular Schools District Enrollment 


1 ' ■ , 

2 

■ ■■ 3 
4 
5 


0 . . < 300 
' • 0 ' > 300 

1 < 300 • 
1 ' > 300 

> 2 ' < 300 



r 



Table A. 6 

DECOMPOSITION OF fejlALL STRATUM DISTRICTS INTO CATEGORY 
BY PRESENCE/ ABSENCE OF SPECIAL SCHOOLS 











Service 




1 Category 








Number 


S 


S 


Total 






1 


14 


■ ' 69 


83 


2 


8 


35 


- A3 


3 


1 


1756 


1756 


■ . 4 


' ^ 2 


798 

B 


800 


5 


1 


loSo 


1051 


Total 


• 56 


' ^ 

3708 


3734 


All S-districl^s in 


SS were 


formed as one stratum, 


whereas to reflect 



uncertainty over school sample size' in the SS-S districts, four regular school 
strata were formed'-Table A, 7 provides tlje details. 

Next, districts were to be selected without* replacement (which guatantees 
all selections ^e distinct), and hence, the* inclusion probability must be no 
larger than 1*0* achieve this, four s-stratum districts were each placed 
in a separate strata and selected with certainty (i-e., with probability 
1.0) — Table A, ^contains the details* . 
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' Table A. 7 ' ^} • 

STRATIFICATION OF SMALL STRATUM DISTRICTS ., 
THAT DO- NOT HAVE SPECIAL SCHOOLS 



Stratum CategQry(ies) // Districts 



a/ 

"Exipected School Workload- 
(Relative to Full Support) 



I 

2 
3 
4 



1,2 

3 
A 
5 



104 
1756 

796 
1050 



0 
.5 
.5 

I 



a/ 'Table B.5 gives number of regular schools present, n^ in 
district according to CIC file and information allows trhis' index 
to be fomed (i.e., mintUj^ 



■ Table A. 8 

IDENTIFICATION OF SELF- RE PRESENTING DISTRICTS 



Stratum 


^ Identification 


a/ 

Si2e Measure- 


State County District Ci^y 


5 

6' 
7 
8 


NY 47 370000 New York 
IL '31 * - 585000 Chicago 
CA 37 161500 Los Angeles 
PA 101 174000 Philadelphia 


10,30 

5. .71^/ 
4.02 

25". 67 



a/ ^n Section \\*kM it w^s shown that any S-district hauing X, > 3 
constitutes a self-representer. 

In all then, II broad stjrata were formed on the district ^rame. To preserve 
the intended school sample si2es^, allocation of the. district sample si2e 
should be proportional to the si2e measure**TabIe A, 9 provides the details. 
Now in order to guarantee that all districts are distinct, without re* 
placement sampling was employed. As such, each distifict in the self-represent- 
ing strata constituted a separate' stratum and was selected with certainty. 
The "disproportionality so induced' (i.e,, 8,6, ^ A) was reallocated to the 
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.'IDENTIFICATION OF DIRECT'STRATA 



NormaL ' 805 <;67.7, 55.90 ^ 9 , 782. <309 . 1 , 15A.5) 



SS ■ . 16 .6) ^ lOA (.3, .2) 

, * 1,756 (2. A, 1.2) 



798 (6.1, 3.1) 
1,050 (2.2, 1.1) 



Total - *■ ' 835 (.195, 65) ' • 13^490 (320, 160) 



7 



a - sum of size measure for stratum. ,\ ^ . 
* b,-- proportional allocation of 65 S-districts or 160 S"districts 
(as appli<5able) , , * 



normal S strat^ Ci*e-, 60*5 ftowr) in^^order that the district sample will b'e^ 
preserved (the school sample 'size w/uld have taken care o*f itself without, 
reallocation)* . finally, to res^lize the correct numben of "full support" 
districts* in the small stratunt* it^^wa*^ decided to over-,represent this broad 
Stratum, ^Specifically, proportional allocations we're roundejl the nearesi;^ 
integer (m^iniimim o'f one) 'and then doubled (partial j.ustif ication can be seen 
fr6ra Table-A-7 in that such*a scheme generates the correct number of "equival- 
ents" of full support districts)* Table^ A, lo\suiiimariZ€S the final allocation* 

^ ^ b* ^ Indirect Stratification of District Frame The study design 

' ' — ^ 

call-ed 'for stratification to reflect .dispersion with respect to geographic 
location (via census regions), district size (via enrollment), special educa- 
tion services offered (via service level), and urbanicity (via SMSA indicator) 
To 'introdtice^, these , ^a device known as "zoning'* partial frames was used (sepa- 
rately in nonnal-'S frame, normil-S frame, *and stratum 3 of SS-S frame — ^11 
other broad Strata arre unable *to support further stratification and still 
satisfy the design requirement of supporting a proportional allocation of two 

' A. 12 ^ 



' . tatle A. 10 . 

au'6c|tion of district sample' 



1 _ - 






* t 


* '"^ — 

. S ' s 


Total 


SR.. . 




A 


IJorttfal 


f-r r 

60 • .15A 


' .21A 


ss 

* 


- . 2 ■ ■' 1 


: . lA 

* 


Total 


■ 66 166 

* 


232 

^— 



districts per ultimate stratujtl). -^pecif ic^ly ^ each partial frame was, first 
sorted by^^Q^us region. Secondly^ within each census* region and partial 
fraiiie^ dist^icis were then sorted by district size. To minimize changes 
across census region^district size boundaries , orderiag^ was alternated 
smallest to largest^ 1-argest to smallest^ etc- ^ Thirdly, within each census 
regioa^district si2ei category on a partial ^frame, districts were ordered by. 
service Tevel (again);in alternating fashiftt). Fourthly, within each census 
region*district siz^*setvice level categos^ on a partial frame, districts were 
ordered (alternately) by SHSA- Finally/,^ in each ul*timate category of a^ch 
partial frame, districts, were ordered by/the estimated district size measure- 
Eact^^artial frame Was then partitioned into equal-'slzed zones (based on the^^ 
district size measure) that would suvpoi;t a propprtional allocation of two 
sample districts, ^n lieu of **split/ing** districts at the boundary, heuristic 
rules were developed, for adjusting stratum boundaries so as to reflect strata 
having only coEoplete districts. In aU,^ 110 indirect strata (and 8 original 
direct (broad) stippt^a) wer-e formed on the district frame — Table A, 11 provides 
the details* * - ♦ 

6. Selection of District Sample for Basic Study 

Two sample districts^ were, selected without replacement in each 
ultimate strata (except for self-rep^ese'nters where , of course , only one 
district* w^s^selectdd) using pt^Sabllity^proportional to the estimated 
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Table A-. 11 
STRATIFICATION ON DISTRICT FRAME 



District Type 



Direct Strata 



Indirect Strata 



Tcrtal Strata 



SR 



A ''(one p£r self-jcep- 

resenter) 

J \ : 2_ 



Normal 



0 
0 



.(norma I7S) 
(norma 1-S) 



30 

77 



30 

77 



SS 



1 
1 
1 
0 

1 



(SS-S) 
(SS-| cat. 
(SS-S cat. 
.(SS-S cat. 
(SS-S cat. 



1) 
2) 
3) 
A) 
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district size measure/ The distribution 'of -the sample of districts over the 
levels of control variables is gjlven in Table A. 12. The' slight deviation^ 
from j>roportion3l allocations observ-ed in 7able A. 12 can be %ccouAt'ed for by: 
a) * Randomization used' in selecting sample within zones* - ^ 
Causing zones to contain only entire districts. 



b) 
c) 



Rounding errOr in usii^ direct stratification for salf-representers» 
small districts (including A subsrtrata jvithin) . 



7, Selection of Eevel 2 Subsample of Districts 

The study design "calls for^ "seven S-districts and 17 S-districts to 
be selected into the Level Two subsample. As such^ under proportional. alloca_ 
'tion^ S'Strata 'should reflect a cumulative size measure^ of approximately 27.9 
(i . e . ^ 195/7X:jVhereas S^strata tshSuld reflect a cumulative size' measure of 
approXLJitately 18.8 (s 320/17). Embedding this into the, original broad strata 
produced the allocation of Table A..13. 

The SS was further partitioned into*; ^ 



Level 2 Stratum: 1 



Level 2 Stratuiii,2 



SS-S 

SS-S (strata 1,2,3) 

/ 

SS-S (stratum A) 



(see Table A. 7) 



Such a partitioning ' reflects the reality that stratum one sample districts 
fail to provide a full complenient of. schools for the study (i.e, fewer than 
two r^gula^;^ schools) whereas stratum ^ two districts do provide full school 

support (bu% may suffer in theii; student support), 

■ • ^ 

4 As in^'^'the School Component, ' zoning (i.e., indirect stratification) was 

used to siijpplement the five, direct strata on the Level 2 frame and thereby 
provide greater control over geographic dispersion, district size , service 
level} ^and urbanicity. ^pecif ically, the ordered normal-^S frame was parti- 
tioned into six^zodes (or equivalently , every five zones for the Schobl Com- ^ 
ponent were collapsed) and the normal'^S frame was* partitioned into sixteen 
zones (or equivaleatly, every 5 of tt)e fir$(, 65 zofies were collapsed and every 
4 of uhe remaining 12 were collapsed). In all, then, 25 strata were founed on * 
the entire frame , A siagle district was; then selected at random from the 
School Component Sample districts associated with each ultimate Level 2 stratum. 
The realized distr;Lbutioli of Level 2 sample districts over the levels of 
coatfol'vai^iables is given in Table A*14.. 

8. Summary of District Samples ' ^ , 

The district sample supporting the School Component consiAs of 232 
LEAs*-Table A. 15 provides the details for specific substudy involvement. For 
completeness , Table A. 16 provides the distribution of sample districts ' by 
state and activity- Furthermore , Figure A*l provides a county*level depiction 
c^f the overarll sample sites within the geographic confines of the study. 
* 9 Responding Status of District Sample ^ 

Of 'the 232 districts selected to support the Schjool Component, 22 
districts failed** to .cooperate, and 2 di^tjricts were ineligible (one was a 
state/ special ' facility and one did riot serve handicapped student^) . Table 
A. 17 provides the marginal distribution of nonrespondir^g districts o^er the 
levels of ^ach control variable .used in forming indirect strata (z&nes) on tt^e 
district frame. During the implementation phase* of the study, district non- 
response was analyzed (raw a^ well as- weighted by the inverse of the selection 
probability) on a flow basis in order to assess, whether nonresponse was 
occurring in a nonrandodi fashion. No such tendency could be supported. 
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• - ■. • ; Table A. 12 

DISTRI^UTKW OF SA^LE DISTRICTS ACROSS LEVELS OF CONTROL VARIASCES-' 



Xevel Census ' .Region District ' Size Service Level SHSA 

, • \ ' --^^ 2 



1 


■ 53, ^ 


' (54.82) 


0 


(.76) 


62 


- (62.69) 


37(40.TS8) 




.66, 


(-65.81) 


4 


(4.80) 


4 


(3.31) ' 


112(113.18) 






(73.54) 


ir 


(7.72) 


155 


(157.9 ) 


83( 77.94) 




39 

4 


(37.83) 


;i2 


' (9. Si) 


11 


(8.10) 




5 






44 


(44.965 








6 






31 


(33.88) 






* 


7 • 






49 


(45.19) 








8 






42 


(43.04) 




* 




9 






39 


(42.14) 








Total 


23^ 




232 




232 




232 



a/ 

figures in parentheses represent the exact proportional allocation of the 
assigned fample size to frame strata (based on estimated district size measure), 
and are intended to illustrate the control that tife study de&ign would" be 
expected to realize over a large n^ber of repeated selections of the sample. 



Table A;13 . 

, ALLOCATION 01 LEVEL 2 SUBSAMPLE TO BROAD SCHOOL COHPOKENT STRATA 





• 

Broad Strata-^ 


ProporCional, Allocation * • 


Actual Allocation- 




SR , 


- " . .92 ..; 


4 


Nonnal-S 


6.02 


' 6 . 


Nonnai-S . . ' 


16.41 ■ 


16 ^ 


SS 


. -^^^ .64 i~ .06 + .58) 


^ ' 2 
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Table A, 14 



DISTRIBUTION OF LONGITUDINAL LEVEL 2 DIS^TRKTS , 
ACROSS -LEVELS OF CONTROL VARIAftLE^S-^ 



^ . 1 


















Level 


Census 


Region 


District 


. Size 


Service* 


Level 


SMSA 












4 




r> 




1 


7 


(6rl7) 


0 


(.11) 


7 


( 6.11) 


5(4.75) 


2 




(7.12) 


1 


(.69) 


1 


( .38) 


15(11.85) 


3 


8 


(7.61) 


1 


(.95) 


,16 


(16.76). 


5( 8.40) 


4 


4 


(4.10) 


0 ► 


(1.07) 


1 


( .98) 


4 


'5 






■ 4 


(4.75) 








6 






1' • 


(3.53) 








7 






7 


(4.66) 






.8 






5 


(4.41) 








9 






5 


(4.83) 








Total 


25 




25 




■ 25" 




25 ' ' 
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Table A. 15 

ALLOCATION OF SAMPLE DISTRICTS TO STUDY COMPONENTS 



Activity Level 



' Substudy Involvement 



Numbet of Sample Districts 
Supporting Activity 



4' 



Regular School Component 
Special S&iool Component 
Longitud^ftial Level 1 Component 

Regulat^ School Component 
Special Sphool Component 
Longitudihal Leve> 1 Comp*oneht 
Longitudinal Level'2 Component 

Regular School Component 
Longitudinal Level 1 Comp^^fient'' 

Regular Sthool Component 
Longitudinal Level 1 Component 
LongitudiJtial level Z Component 



58 



149 



17 



A- 17 
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Table A. 16 

SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLE DISTRICTS BV STATE AND ACTIVITY LEVEL- 









State M*in>(* 


Activity Level 


Total Sumher of 
SamT) le Districts 


1 


2 


3 


: 4 ^ ^ 








A lahdma 


i 








3 




1 


0 






S ■ 




n 
u 


n 


1 


u * 


1 




<j 


n 


1 1 
1 J 


.1 * 


17 ' ' 


C A I A r A fl ft 

V \J X, w L O- U U 


1 
1 


n 


1 




2 


Connecticut 


1 


n 

u 


1 




2 


T 1 ft IT 1 <ia 

X ^ V ^ X US 


(i 
V 








6 - 


Geftrff i *i 

V & ^ O- 


it 


1 










n 
u 


\j 


1 
I 


X 


2 


1 11 1 no is 


it 


' 0 

u 




0 

V 


10 




L( \ \ 






1 

. I 




Xova 


n 
\j 


ri 




u * 


5 


Kansas 


u 


n 




u 


2 


Kentiicicv ' 










5 


Tjftll 1 s i a t\A 




A 


■t 


A ' 

V 


3 


Ma 1 HP 


0 


0 


3 


n 




Ma 1 a n H t t 


•J 


n 

u 


n 

u 


n 

^ *, 


3 


Mas sa(^hii*i**tts 


1 




Q 




10 




A 


\j * 


V 




-12 


Mioneso t3 










'4 


Mj's s iss ion i 


1 




it 




3 


Miss ftlllTT 








1 - 


u 


Mftntana 


n 

u 


n 

u 


/ 


n 

u 


2 


Mehra sir a 


0 


0 




\j 


2 


Hew * Jersev 










13 


New Ybrk ' 


2 


0 


6 


1 


Q 

? 


North Cars IHna 


2 


. ; ' 


5 


0 


8 


North Dakota ^ 


0 


. 0 


2 


0 


ft* •* 


Ohio 


0 


1 


6 


1 


' 8 


Oklahoma ^ 


1 

1 


0 


3 


u 


4 


Oregon 


1 ■ 


0 


20) 


Q 


3 


Peonsylvania ^ 


/ 1 


2 


10 




14 


Rhode Island 


, '1 ■ 


0 


1 


0 




South CAro I ina 


3 


0 


1 




5 


Tennessee 


* 2 • 


0' 


' 3 


1 


6 


Texas 


3 


1(1) 


8(1) 


0 




Utah 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1 


Virginia ^ 


1 


1 


2 


0 


4 - • 


Washington 


4 


1 


1 


1 


7 


.West Virginia 


1 


0 


2 


0 


*3 


Wisconsin 


1 


0 


3 


0 


4 


Total 


58 • 


8 * 


149 


ir 




Grand Total 


66 


232 


166' 




232 








♦ 





a/ Figures 'in parentheses represent the number of sample districts included 
in count that were expected to 'require only 'a partial workload in the field* 



Table A. 17 



DISTRIBUTION OF NONRESPONDING DISTRICTS OVER LEVELS OF 
CONTROL VARIABLES USED FOR STRATIFICATION-^ 



Level 


Control Variable 


Census Region District Size Service Level SMSA 


1 

2 
3 

5 
6 
7 

. 8 
*9 


6 , ' 0 5 ■ A 
6 ' 0 ■ 0 -12 
6 ' 2 ' . 16 ' 8 
6' 3 3 

6 - , . , 

3 

A - ~ - 
3 - - 
- V . 3 ■ . - * - 




iU ■ 2A 2A , 2A 







a/ 



See Table A. 12 for the intended district sample size for each cell. 



B. School Sampling Procedures 

Selection of the school sample in a' given district entailed: 

1) ■ Receipt of summary iiifomation on District Data Sheet (including 

agreement to participate) f*rooi district. 

2) Determination of sample size allocation for district (^y school 
type)* " ^ 

3) Construction of school firame (by schooKtype) for district ^-^^ 
A) I Stratification of each school' frame in districts 

5) Selection of sample schools* ' ^ 

6) Recording of - responding status of sample schools. 
Each subtask will be addressed in turn. 

1* * Receipt of gumnnary Information ^ . , 

Sample districts were asked to complete a School Data Sheet that 
included information on: 

a) , Njimber o^ handicapped students served in district (b^ school type). 

b) tdentif icatioh of regular schools Qot having anj^ handicapped students ^ 
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c) Identification of special scho'ols einpl(Jying only a pull-out, program 
from regular. school? . ' ^ 

d) ' Addition (deletion) of any* new (closed) regular or special schools 

considered to be under some adinini3trative control of .the sample 
* district* ' ' ' 

To aid these activities , saiople districts were provided , with a list of 
school? (by type) that are associated with the district according 'to the'CJC 
file; data on the number of schools (by type^ enrollment in district schools 
(by type) J and ^the estimated lanmber pf handicapped students (by type). 

2. School Saaaple Size Allocation ^ * 

The study design called for selection of an average of two r^egiH^^r^^^ 
school? per 3ample district (both S and S)and one special school per S-samp^e 
'district* In addition^ a constant workload of three schooIs/S-district and 
two schools/S'district^'Was considered optimal. To achieve thls^ denote 

/ . ■ ^ ' 

Yg(i) allocation of special schools to district'!^ 
YB(i) = allocation of regular d^hools to district i/ 

then 



Ys(i) = 



Such an allocation has the properties: 



i- an S-district (= VpjgCi-)^ 



■i an S-district (= YpjgCi),) 



a) Heets" constant workload 




3- , 



b. Under perfect size measu;:es, total school, Samplei^lze for Special and 
Regular School Component are guaranteed . Fo'r example, , 



f^XoCi) * 



similarly', 



Xg(+) "S' 

i 

= 65 (if sample es,tlniates population total exactly) ^ 



" • * '^RlS^'*'^ 130 and ^^^^ = 320, s*o that 

^ .YifC+) = 450 . 

c) The condition o^ "perfect size measures** can be adjjjsted for using 
the School Data Sheet Infomation so that school sample sizes are 
exactly met in theory* 
To '^adjust*' the school sample size 'allocation (by type) to district i, we Have 
size measures estimated from the district frame, and hopefully improved esti-* 
matetf baseti on/the School Data Sheet — Table A. 18 summarizes th,is position. 

* ^ / Table A AS 

. SCHEMATIC OF DATA ELEMETHTS UNDER PROPOSED UPDATE OF STUDY SIZE MEASURES . 



Parameter^ ' Iiliiial Revised 
of Interest f Estimates * Estimates 
^ (frame) , - (school data sheet) 



/ 



)^Ci) XgU) - Eg(l) 



With 'this Hn mind, let ^ 



232 E^(i) 

1^1 i 



A. 52 



■1-23. 



2f 

i=l. "i 



23^ E^,s(iO - 



and 



65 



* . 



130 



^RIS 



320 



Then set the revised allocations to be 



S n,. 



'R S 



'RiS 



J 



^R S 



^Ris ^is;^^-* 



which guarantep the total sample sizes by compoaent. (i. e . , are hot dependent on 
perfect size measures), ' Notice^ however, that although 

4 

^S^^^ = ^5.,V*,s(+) = 130, Y;,g(+) = 320 * 

4 ^ 

that a given district^, may allocated more, (or less) than three schools 

(far S-dlstricts) and two schools (fpr S-districts) , ^Specifically^ districts* 

get a larger allocation wheit; for special schools 
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EgCi) 



and for regular schools, vUea. 




, for S-district 



for S-district 



One ' s ability £o adjust at xhe, second sta,ge for inadequacies -at the first 
V " '> • 

.stage of sampling are therefore, constrained by; » 

it it it 

Presence of Cyg(a) , Vi^jsf'-^' ^RIS^''^^ schools (as^ the case may be) 

in the i^** sample di'strict. ^ . ^ 



■a) 
b) 



The trade*off between attaining desired sample sizes and the reali* 
zati<?n that school characteristics are secondary to those of the > 
district in ^assessing lEP content (a&d hence that the marginal 
utility of "extra'* school data may be minimal)^ 
For the sake of conrpleteness , it should be noted jjjfiat EVgCi) , V[^|gCi)> VjjjgXi)} 
are not constrained to be. integers. Apart from heuristics round^g 'rules to 
achieve integer allocations, consideration was given to impl^enting controlled ' 
selection. to avoid rounding jsrrors while preserving total eample sizes. Time 
pressures and cost iEoplications , however, precluded this approach and heuristic 
bounding rules wei^ applied. Despite this shortcoming,, it will later 'be shoyn 
^ that re '-allocation of the student sample size would further encourage the 
realization of a self -weighting sample of students. 

Unfortunately, a^ll returns on the, school data sheet were not on hand 
prior to making the school allocations. As such, and In Aght of the late PHB 
approval received for this study, the school sample was selected in essentially 
,four batches of approximately 50 districts each (late districts were cleaned 
^up in a fifth batch) — Table A. 19 contains the details. ' 

In making these ^^ail^cations, initial estimates of underlying parameters 
(i.e., XgCi), Xj^jgCi), Xjjjg(i)) were used for a giverf^^^stiifcct whenever 
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, Table A. 19 

. ALLOCATION OF 5CH00L SAMPLE SIZE ftY BATCH AND SCHOOL TYPE 



, • Number of - ' 
Batch Districts Allocate^ To 


Number of Schools Allocated 


Regular Special 


1 ' . ' 36 . " , . 
• 2 ' * 77 ■ . 
, 3 . . 58 


72 ■ 10 
' 154 28 
119 18 
76 11 ■ 
23 8 V ■ 

* 


Tota-I » ^ , 208 ' ^ ' I 

■ — ^ '- — 1 


444 75 



revised estimates were not a^^^ailafrle (i .e . , ^EgCi) , Ej^jgCi), ^msf^^^^ 
addiJt^ion} district nonresponse was. a^jjusted for on a flow basis r in order to 
realize desired - sample sizes; ^ ' * 

3. ' Construction of School^Sampling Frames 
, ^ \^ ,A ^or ea;jrh Sample di^rict,. a .li^t of schools was made from the CIC 
^ile.\ Scho6ls designated as closed or not serving handicapped students were 
purged from these frames., and new schools Ci*e., schools under at least partial 
administrative control of tiie districts tha,t were missing on the CIC files) 
were added . The revised f faine ^included information on school name , grades 
taught (low grade, high gradV), enrollment^ school type', and a CIC identlf lj:!a* 
tion number (state, district" ID^ sXibdistrict ID (if applicable), school ID))- 
In addition^ regular "^schools known to enroll only handicapped stu()ents not 
having c;urrent year lEPs*, and special ^schools Only serving handicapped- children 
fr6in regular schools on d pull-^out b^sis, .were so identified* Finally^ the, 
revised iiumber of handicapped studeftti enrolled in the district (by school 
type) ^s allocated to schools (by type) in proportion to the CIC enrolliSent 
to serve as the estimated school siz^^rtjeasure (by type). Exceptions to this 
latter practice occured whenever (districts provided the number of handicapped 
students enrolled in ^each s<^ool undd^'r their jurisdiction, or when certain 
schools were designated by the dlsVr^ct: as serving a disproportional (based on 
enrollment) number o£ handix&pped students. 
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[ ^* Stratification of School Frame in Ea^ch Sample District 

The school frame in each sample district was first stratified by 
s^chool type (actuailv, sepa(t^te '^frames formed). Each subframe was then ordered 
by l^ow grade taught, by high grade taught, and enroljlment (in that order)* 
Strata (zones) were then sequentially , formed on each subframe so as C,o coiKain 

approximately an equal estimated number of enrolled handicapped students (by 

* J- 

subframe) , The, duiDber of zones per subframe was set equal to the revised 
district allocatidn;,of sample sc^bools of^the associated type* 

5* Selection 'of Sample Schools ^ • 
One school was selected from each zone on each subframe using prob-^ 
abilities proportlqnal to the estimated number of enrolled handicapped students 
iQ'all, 5l9 schools- were selected, including 444 regular and 75 special schools 
As was previously discussed, tp accomodate late 0MB clearance and facilitate 
data collection efforts , the school sample was dynamically allocated and^ 
selected* for transmittal tq t4ie field over a seven week period (see Table 
A, 19), * ^* ' 

6* Responding Status of Sample Schools 

The responding status of *Jthe 5l9 schools selett^d ,to Support the" ^ 
School' Component is summarized in, Table A*20^ In all ^fairness, additional , 
school (and student) . data were received in July 1979 ^ter commencement of 
preliminary data ^analyses tasks* To facilitate the meeting of. tight dead- 
line$} such (^ta were treated as nohresponse and excluded from further analyses 

V Table A. 20 ■ \ 

RESPONDING STATUS OF SCHOOL COMPONENT SAMPLE SCHOOLS BY TYi« 



School Type Number Selected 


^1 ~ 

|s Responding Status 


Respondinjt Nonrespondinj^ Ineligible 


Regular ^ 444 \ 
Special * , 75 


438 5 ^ 1^^ 

70 4 1 



a / ^ * 

'An additional sample school enrolled Handicapped students but did not 

presently complete l6P& for their students* As such, , relative to the multi- 
stage student sample," this school was classified as ineligible rather than 
as a respondent as was done in this table < 
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C. Studeot jSamplinjg Procedure^ ,, 

The School Component is supported by three nested student samples: 
1) Basic Survey studer{t sample* / ^ 

*2) Leyel 1 Longitudinal Substuay student sample. 
3) Level. 2 Longi'tudiital Subsrtudy student^ sample / 
Each will be discussed In turn*. * 
1* . Basic Survey Student "^ample ^ ^ ^ - 

Selection of the student sample entailed: 

a) Listing of t^andicapped Students enrolled ia a sample school. 

b) Purging of inellgibles from frame. 

c) Ordering of frame. 

d) Student sample 'size allocation for each school. 

e) Selection of student sample^ 

f) Recording responding status of student sample.* 
isk will be addressed In tum^ 4 

aK Listing of Handicapped Students . * Pc^ior to the site,visiL to 



^Jy ^^^^^^^ Wl. .^a^^^WaKK^VI - WW , 

each scbet5l,r the principal (or designate) was aske^ to prepare a list of all 

/ ■ ' ^ 

* handicapped students enrolled in the school as of, 1 December^ 1978. Informa- 
tion concerning age, presence of current year lEP, and identification of the 
special education teacher most ^owledgeable about the current year lEP, were 
also required for each liste<l handicapped student^ In isolated cases, such a 
Ijlst had to be constructed by the «RTI field staff using central records held 
at the school. * « 

b) Purging of Ineligibles from Handicapped Lists . To reflect the 
intended target population^ students for whom no current year lEP had been 
prepared, and 'age-ineligible students (i.e., students older than 21^ and younger 
than 3f years old) were deletedT from the list of otherwise^^igible handicapped 
students at the school. Finally; student duplicates (if any) were removed at ^ 
this time. In taost cases, school personnel performed these activities prior 
to the arrival of the RTI data collectors. 

c) Orderiiyg of Student Frame - No dirept stratification was used on 
student frames Control over the composition of each student sample was ^ 
exercised by ordering the student frame by the special edu^cation teacher 
associated with each student* In the absence of teacher information, every 

"effort was made to order tiie student frame using a surrogate variable Ce*g.^ 
handicapping condition'). Selection of a'systematic sample from sjich an ordered 
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frame will theo teod to maximize the ouaber of distinct special education 
teachers associate^ with sample students. 

d) Student Sample Size Allocation . The study design called for the 
selectioQ^ of an average of five eligible handicapped students at each regular 
school} and |an average of eight eligible handicapped students at each special 
school. Consideration was giv6n to allocating these student sample sizes 
based' on school*level data collected in the field. To explain the underlying 
mechanism} let 

J ■ ' ■ ^ ■ ■ ' 

- selection probability for district i ^ 
* 

n. ^ = conditional selection probability for school j in district i" 
^ given district already selected 

_ V ■ 

H. / - number of handicapped students on frame at school j in 
* district*i " . ^ 



m. = number of s,ample schools In district' i^ 
]. * - 

and form 



232 ""i H. 



« 

where \ 



"s'^^ = ,1 .-^ . int. is«> • 
1=1 J=l 1 J*l 



1' . . 232 "i H, . 

1=1 j = l 1 j*i 



1' if "%chool j is a special schooL 

0 otherwise 

1 if school j is a regula^ school 
0 otherwise . 
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Sel f ^weighting of the ultimate student 'sample (by school type) could have been 
further e'ncouraged by then allocating n., students to school j in district i 
according to * y ^ 



/ 



520 



\2250 



n.n. . 



n.n. • . 



if school j is a special sc&ool 



if school j is a regular school, 



where ^20 and 2250 are the overall desired student sample sizes for their 
3choo^ ^yp^' In theory, such an approach would have required interaction 
between RTI and the field staff collecting data at each school concerning 
first "the ^magnitude of H.., and,^once all saiople schools had been contacted, 
to assign the desired student sample size allocation^ As previously noted, 
however, late receipt of OHB clearance for the study re<iuired that the school 
sample be dynamically allocated and selected^ and that field collection pro* 
cedurSs at -these saiople schools be carried out on a flow ba^is. In light of' 
the^aurvey economics associated with the allocation of a fixed studet^t sample 
size t<J each school (specif ically^ sio^ler field procedures and temoval of the 
need for field staff to interact with saiopling^ staff at FETI in arriving at 
student saiople size allocations) , the decision was made to select five students 
at every regular school ^ and eight students at every special school . The 
price paid for this simplicity came in tbe form of increased variation in the 
ultimate student^ saiopling weights and hence, in the probable deterioration of 
precision levels associated^with parameter estimates < 

e) Selection of the Basic Survey Student Sample , The student 
sample at each school was selecl^ed 'using a circular systematic selection 
strategy with a random start-point,^ Specifically, if students were to be* 



^ Field procedures allowed for using a random quota sample in cases where 
the existence of a current year lEP could not be detemiined. This option was 
exercised at only one sample school and therefore does not warrant elaborate 
documentation. 
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selected from an ordered frame of N students, the sample would consist ^f ^ 
frame members having sequential numt)ers 



where 



r + kc . (mod N) if N r + kc 



otherwise 



c - ( - 1 



k = 0,1,2,-sn-l 



(i,e. , integer part of N divided by n) 



r - random integer number sel^ted to be no larger than" N and. 
no smaller than 1. 



Proceeding in such a fashion guaranteed that exactly n sample students were 
realized at each sample school (provided N > n) in contrast to the usual 
systematic selection rule' which produces a random sample size (whenever 
N'^nc > 0), The added wrihkle of a circular systematic selection mechanism was 
deemed appropriate in light of the high data processing costs associated with 
eaich sample member (i.e,, did not want to leave to chance the realization of a 
larger than intended student sample size at any school)., 

\ f) Responding Status of Basic *Sjirvey Student 'Sample . Field pro- 
cedures resulted in the selection of 2705 sample students, including 2162 
students enrolled in regUlar schools, and 543 students enrPlled in special 
schools. Table A. 21 contains the responding status of this, student sample. 

By way of explanation, ineligibles reflect inefficiency in the student 
frame constructed at efach school (usually due' to the determination that the 
list of handicapped students was not completely purged of ineligibles) whereas 
no nrefspon dents are primarily associated with tha non-receipt of letters of ■ 
permissiori (required in several districts) and/or the inability of the field 
staff to locate an lEP that was said to exist for a given sample student . 
Finally, only students having both an lEP Checklist and a Student Characteris- 
tic Questionnaire (SCQ) for the current year were designated as respondents, 

1. Level One Longitudinal Student Sample ' 
Selection of ^he Level 1 student sample entailed; 

a) Iden^lif ication of Basic St^udy sample students having retrospec-* 
pive year lEP present at the school. 



Table A. 21 

RE,SPONDING STATUS OF STUDENTS SELE.CTED TO SUPPORT THE BASIC SURVEY 



School Type Sample Siz^ Selected 


Respondinji Status 


Responding Nonrespondinjt Inelij^ible 


Regular ■ 2163 
Special , 542 


— ^ '■ ^ 

. 2126 . 25 12 
.531 • . 5 6 


Total * 2705 

^ 


2657* * 30 18 



b) Selection of Level 1 student subsample* 

c) Record iiig the responding status of Level 1 student subsample > 
Each subtask^ill be discussed in tum> 

a) Identification of Level 1 Eligibles . For 'each Basic Survey 
sample student, a determination was made as to the presence (or absence) of an 
lEP for the previous school yeart The teacher most knowledgeable about each 
previous year I£P (when present) was also recorded. 

b) Selection of Level 1 Student Subsample' . An attempt was made to 
select two Level 1 eligibles at random and without replacement at each sample 
school. To facilitate possible subsampling at a later time , the order of 

4 

selection into the coijkponent was also recorded. 

c) Responding Status of Level 1 .Student Subsample * In ali ^ 828 
Basic Survey^ students at 436 dchoojts were selected to support the Level 1 
Longitudinal 'Component. Table A. 22 provides the responding status of this 
student sample by schopl type. . . • ^- 

In ^order to qualify as^ a respondent for the I^vel 1 Longitudinal Sub- 
study, both the previous year IE? and SCQ (in addition to these documents for 
the current year) had to be available^n time for analysis. 

3-* Level Two Longitudinal Student Sample 

The Xevel'2 Longitudinal student sample was formally intended to 
consist of the first-selected Level 1 sample student at each school in a 
Level 2 sample district. For the most part, however, student level data 
collected to support this component was not to be analyzed in accordance with 



A.31 



132 



Table A. 22, 



RESPONDING STATUS 0^ STUDENTS SELECTED IN FIELD TO SUPPORT 
, THE LEVEL I LONGITUDINAL COMPONfeNT-^ ' ' . : 



Number of Students 
School Type Selected 


z — : 

Responding Status 


Responding Nonresponding Ineligible 


Regular 703 
Special ' . 125' 


'675. *18 ^ to 
■121 3 1 


Overall - 828 . 


796 . 21 ' 11 , 



a/ " 

Field, staff collected at least one eligible Level 1 student at A36 schools 

(372 regular, 64 special). ^ . 



its underlying probability structure. Rather^ it was planned that only un- 
weighted analyses would be carried out. With this in mind,\the Level 2 student 

f J ' 

sample was informally supplemented by selecting .one Basic Survey sample 
^student at random at those schools having no Level, 1 eligibles. Furthermore, 

no Level 2 ^nresponse was experienced at any levels (i.e., districts, sqhools, 
^*and students) and> by not necessarily requiring certaid documents tt) be present 

no ineligibility was incurred. >fi the ultimate .student sample. In all,- 61 

students (53 regulalf^ 8 special) were selected to support. ^evel 2 activities* 

' III. DOCUMEff;FfiTlON OF FACILI.TY COMPONENT SAMPLING fROCEDURES 

' The Facility Component was supported through a separa^ two-st.age cluster 
design having facilities at the first ^tage, and jhandicapped students at the 
second (final) stage of sampling. Discussioa^ ^11 emphasize procedures used 
at the first stage of sampling^ (i . eV , facilities) in ordejc to fully establish 
the validity of the realized Sample at the national level. Student s'ampling ^ 
procedures coincide with those employed at special education schools in th^ 
Sfhool Component except for one minor deviation *that, will briefly be described^ 
Each stage of sampling wilT'be discossed in turn. ' * 
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A. ^ Facility Saroplmg Procedures ^ 

Selection o£ tfie facility sample Entailed: 
1) Construction of an acceptable facility frame. 
/ 2) Allocation of facility sample. 

3) Stratification of facil}.ty sample* 

4) Selection of initial facilijty sample. ^ ij. 

5) Post*?tratif ication of initial' facility sample. 

6) Allocat-ioit of final facility sample to post'Strata. 

7) Selection of fiaal facility sample. 

8) Respon<%fcng status o£^f inal ^facility sample. 
Each subtask will be discussed in turn. 

1. Construction of an Acceptable Facility Frame 

The matter of constructing an ^adequate frame of non^LEA administered 
institutions providing special education and related services to handicapped 
students was dis^cussed at length in the' ^^^^^ report op the design of the lEP 
Survey.'* Work proceeded in the following order: 

' a> Lists of special ^^ducation facilities were obtained from CIC and the 

Office of Ci^il Rights (OCR). 
. b) Candidate frames were hand^matched based on facility name, address^ 
city^ and zip code. 

c) A combined frame was formed (matched, ClC'only^ and OCR'only) . 

d) Combined file was hand-matched with 1977 "437 file'* of institutions 
receiving P.L. 89-313 monies (i^e., program code 2 and agency type 2) 
using 'name (and handicapping' conditions, when available) to furnish 
some confidence that a large part of the ntonies/participants were 
beilta^Bcounted for by our multiple list frame construction efforts. 

e) A revised combined file was formed (437, CIC-6CR matched-only > 
> ClC-onl'y, OCR-only). ^ , ^ J 

f) Revised combined file waa purged of ineligibles (i.e., facilities in 
Alaska and Hawaii were purged since they are outside geographic 
confineSitof the study; New Mexico and Nevada facilities were removed 
since these states refused to participate; all facilities listed on 
CIC files^ that are administered by LEAs were removed ^ since these 



^ Pyecha, J, N. , Druiraiond,D. J.> et .al* Desijgn of a National Survey .of 
Individualized Education Programs for Handicapped Children . Research Triangle 
Park^ N.C*: Research Triangle Institute, November 1978. 
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were eligible for tthe School Component^; facilities in an ongoing BEH , 
study of facilities were'deleted at the request 4f the project 
officer. \ . 

The end product of these efforts is then the Facility Component f rame-*-*details 
are provided in Table A. 23. Reservations were repeatedly expresse<^^o BEH 
concerning the qurality of this realized frame, .especially with regard to 
intended population cove'rage (i.e. , inclusion of all population memhers 'on^ 
frame), And frame inefficiency (i.e«, inclusion of only population members'' on 
frame; freedom from multiple listings df same unit on frame; ability to iden~ 
tify frame members in field). 



Table A. 23 

NUMBER OF INSTITUTIONS BY SOURCE ON THE FACILITY FRAME 



Source File 



Number of * 
Facilities on File 



■^37 

Matched but not on ^37 
CIC only and not on A37 
OCR only and not on A37 



656 
251. 
1,223 
2,9^7 



Total 



5,077 



4 */ 



Z. Allocation of Initial Facility Sample / ;j 

Previous studies in^dicated that facilities not listed on tbt^ . ^37 
file exhibited a high rate of ineligibility (insofar as facilities noHohger 
being in existence or field staff not being able to locate the facility based 
on the frame information). Furthermore^, A37 facilities, by def inition^ .^were 
recipients of P.L. 89-*313, monies in 1977 and .were therefore icnown to have been 
in existence at t^hat time (as opposed to OCR-*only facilities that were included 
perhaps on pr-e*1976 IWts). For these reasons, a two-*stage selection procedure 
was decided on: ' 

Stage 1: Selection of appro^ifimsftely 150 facilities ; 

for pre^screeolng ^Vthe state level. * » 



i5, 
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Stage 2* Subsampling of approximately 7S f^ilities 
to formally support' the Facility Component, 
The stage 1 sample size was allocated to the subframes defined by the columns 
of Table A. 23 so as to approximately equalize the average sampling rate o^ A37 
and matched (but not A37) facilitresr, and to equalize the sampling 3^^te of 
OCR-only and ClC-o&ly facilities (but ^it about one quarter of the previous 
rate) — Table A-24 provides the details- 
Table ^.2A ^ ^ 
ALLOCATION OF INITIAL FACILITY SAMPLE BY FRAME SOURCE-^ 









Number of Facilities Allocated to 








CIC-OCR Matched 


CIC-only 


OCR-only 




1 " 


51" 


23 


• 2A 


*58 




(.0777) 


(.0876) 


(.0196) 


C.0197) 





a/ 

( ) denotes the average sampling rate on given subframe. 



3 . Stratification of Initial Facility Sample 

Stratification was carried out independently on each subframe. * For 
ease of. exposition^ stratifica^tion on each subframe will be discussed in turn. 

a) A37 Subframe : In preparation for specifying strata on this 

subframe, facilities were separated into the four census regions 
(see Table A.l), and ordered by the amount of the grant. This 
latter ordering was from low to high in the first region, high 
to low in the second, low to high in the third, and high to .^w 
in the fourth. Thii' method produces a more continuous listing 
(i.e^j coi]^ignous facilities are 4nore similar in size of grant) 
f ^han would otherwise be offered under a strict numerical order- 

ing based on the same variables- Strata of equal totai' grant 
• * 

'amount were then sequentially formed on the order frame^ The ^ 
total number of such strata vas set equal to the desired sample 
size. 



b) Hog-^AS? Subfr^ipes : In jjreparation for defining strata or^each 
*suc% subfraroe^ facilijties wer'e separated inl^ the* ^H^nsus ^ 



regions and ordered alphabetically by state within el^Hp On 
each subfr^me} strata, containing an approxioiately equal number 



ft 



of fyacilities were then sequentially formed, with the aumbeir of 
such strata being set equal to the desired sample^size for that 
I sirt)f rarne* k • ' ' ^ 

A. Selection 'o^the Initial Facility Sample ^ ■ 

One facility was selected at random from each stratum defined on t}ie 
overall 'frame. For the AST^^^bframej this approximated selection of a prob-^ 
abilit"y-proportional-'to*gt?ant amount sampTe of facilities. 

5 , * PostrStratifica,t>ioa of'Initial Facility Sample \ ^ ■ 

* ' Of the 155 facilities initially selectexi to support the Facility ' 

Component, 32 facilities weire deemed to be ineligible (2 from the A37 file, 



facilities weire deemed to 
iie non-A37 file) , primaril 



and 30 from the non-A37 file), primarily because the facility did not serve 

handicapped students j.n the 3-21 age range or the agency no longer existed* 

Eligible facilities were stratified by source (i,e,, A37 versus non-A37), and 

within the non-A37 post-stratum into three further, post-strata representing, 

' . > ^ ■ ■ ' 

time of selection* As such, non-A37 eligibles were post-stratified by t^inie 
period (8^ 63, 3* in tiroe perriods 1, 2, and 31 i^espectively) , *In time period 
1,. three further strata were formed: two of these corresponded to new stat^s^ 
(i/e*, states not represented in the School CoropcJfeent sample), whereas the 
remaining ^stratum haji six facilities from states already represented in the 
School Component sample. For tlfe most part, time period 1 ^Represented tlie 
' start-up of field activities on the Facility Component . Similarly, time 
period 3 represented the clean-up of fie^ activities, which ihicluded three 
elig^ibl^ noi>*A^7 facilities as a single p^i^st-t^tratji^m. Finally, time period 2 
bore the brunt of tlie 'subsampAing. of non"A37* eligibles , In all, four further 
strata were formed fot these latt^^ groups based on residejitiaiynonresidgntial 
status and listing of specif ic handicapping c'&nditions/not listing a specif i 
handicapping condition for each eligible facility--Table A, 25 - contains^th& 
details. 



^ Rational h^e was that ejtpepse of soliciting cooperation could only be 
•jiistified if we^were |oing tQ. retain units in Ultimate subsample. 
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.. . Table A. 25 
POST- STRATIFICATION OF TIME PERIOD 2 ELIGIBLE NO^-437 FACILITIES 



Residential, R Nonresidential ^ R Total 



Specific Handicap ,fiH 
Nonspecific Haadicap, H 



7 
10 



18 
^8' 



38 



Totil 



17 



46 



63. 



6. Allocation of Final Facility Sample 

All eligible 437 initial sample members were to be selected with 
certaiaty 'into the final facility sample. Remaining sample facilities- would 
be selected from aoa.-437 eligibles, where, to allow for the* possibility of 
further facility ineligibility, a total of 30 facilities would be sampled at 
■three sep|rate time points over the course of the data collection period. 
Table A. 26 summarizes the finarl facility sample allocation. 



Table A46 

ALLOCATION OF THE* FINAL FACILITY SAMPLE TO POST-STRATA 





Post-Stratum 


Number of-^ eligible initial sample 
members i<n post-stiratum 


/•Sample 
allocation 


Subsample 
number 




' 437 ^ 

> 


. 4? 


> 


49 ^ 




Time. Period 1 
^ SR> 
S^t2 
Other 


8 


V 

» - * ^ 


4' 

1 

•I . 
' 2 


* * 

2 . 

'3 • 
4 


Time. Period 2 
R,K 
R,H 
R,H 
\ R,H 


63 


7 

10 ■ ,1 

28 

18 


25 


5 

6 ' 

7 ' 

8 ; 


Time Period 3 


< 3 


. " ■ *i 


I 


9 


V 

Total. 


» '123 




79. _ _ . 
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For tiie most part, sample^allocations ,to* time periods 1 and 3 were some-^ 
tftiat arbitrary^ For time period 2, an attempt was made to realize a final 
facility sample having probabilities proportional to the- estimated number of, 
hai^dicapped student enrolled. To achieve this, and in light of the fact that 
the sampling rate for CIC-*only and OCR*pnly files was about one quarter that 
of the matched file, the size measure was defined to be \ 



L 



^ h 

2H. if 1 facility on CIC-9nly,or OCR-only files 

th ' ' 

yi. if i ^ facility on matched file * ^ 

1- ' A* 



The time period 2 sample allocation was then distributed^ to post-^strat^^ in 
proportion to this contifived size measure. Equivalently, the tim^ period' 2. 
sample size was allocated to substrata in proportion to the weighted number of 
Enrolled handicapped students* 

7*. Selection of the Final Facility Sample ' 

The final facility sample is comprised of the .subsample selected in 
each post*stratum <^f Table A. 26. The first three subsamples identified^in 
Table A. 26 involves censusing all eligibles associated with' their respective 
post'strata* Samples , 4 and 9 yere selected independently using siniple random 
sampling without replacement in each case* Only in^samples 5"S was further 
control imposed on the selection of facilities. Specifically, facilities were 
^ordered by the adjusted facility size measure; substrata were thefn sequentially 



formed having approximately equal total adjusted size measures and ^qual in 
number to the desired sampl^ size for the post*strat-um. One ^facility was then 
independently selected in each stratum (zone) using probabilities proportional 
to the adjusted size measure. Equivalently,^ the weighted number of^enrolled 
handicapped studetLts could have been used in lieu of .the adjusted size measure. 
8. Responding Status of Final Facility Sample 

The responding status, of the 79 facilities selected to support the 
Facility Component is summarized in Table A. 27; For the most part then, 
double sampling p'roved highly successful in achieving the desired facility 
sample siz'b, especially in light of the nature of the underlying frame/ 

B . ♦ Facility Student Samplijig Procedures ^ ^ * ' 

At^|tei facility in the^sample, an attempt was made tb ^elect eight 
studeiF^Rn accordance with the same procedures tlsed to identify the Basic 

■ ■ . -'•53 '[ 
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. Table A. 27 / 

"RESPONDING STATUS J)F EiCILITT COMPONENT SAMPLE FACILITIES BY SOURCE 



^ ^ . Number facilities 
Source selected ^ 


^ - J + ^ t 

' Responding Status 


c i a/ 
Responding ' * Nonresponding Ineligible- 


Non-437' * 30 . ' 


47 ' 2 * 0(2) 
>'24^^* ■ 2 4(30) 


Total ' 79 . 


.71 4 4(32) 

' — — t » 



a/ 

Ineligible here is in teference to members ih the final facility sample* 
Priror to this, 32 initial f^cilfty .4ainpl,e members were deemed to be ineligible 
(2 from the 437 file, and 39 from t^e non-437 file). The latter figures are 
noted in parentheses - ' ^ ' 

b) ' ' ^ 

~ ^ Based on sample facilities tfi^ought to have at least on^ enrolled handi- ' 
capped student having a 'diirrent year lEP- T*wo facilities (classified here 
as ineligibles) completed questionnaires but do not develop lEPs' for their 
' handicappe<l students, ' ^ 

Survey student sample at ea^ch, special schoo^,. Ho retrospective year subsaraple 
,was selected, nor was any Ley^l 2 data collecti^on Intende^d.^ In all, 556 
students were selected to ^^upport , the Facility Component, Ultimately, all 
sample .students were found ta he e,3igible; but six* members had to be viewed as 
- nonrespondents , ^As in the ichoo^^^cobpfonent^ tO;,be classified as a respondent 
the student must have both an. IE? antf completed Student Characteristics Ques- 
tionnalre. One or both of the^e items were not available for these six students 
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Attachment 1 



EstimatiaR Size^of Handicapped Population by School Type 
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Attachment I 

Estimating, Si^e of -Handicapped Population by School Type 

The lEP study was hanrpered from the outset by the virtual complete, lack 
of district level information on the handicapped population ^ To serve our 
needs J the following information was available: 

1. Ktimber of handicapped' Students^ by state, served under P.L. 94*142 

Z . Percent of school-aged population, by state^^ that are handi* 
capped Cp^) 

3. District enrollment in special education schools (S.) ' 

4. District enrollment (D,) ^ ^ 

(BEH Data Notes September 1977 for U & Z. ind the CIQ file' for 3,^& 4.) 

To get estimates for district i in state ^we defined 
** ■ 

i 

D.CR) ■•= D. - fi. 
lek 

and finally, . - . * 



Pi, = FTTFT P 



1 D.CR) *^k 
ieR . ^ 



Then 



h. ^ S, + p.p. (R) 
1 1 *^k^i 



was used as' the est\^mate of the number of handicapped students in the district. 

Moreover^ the estimated number of handicapped students by school type in a 

given district was taken as (for special ^ichool) and^h. - S. (for regular 

1 1 1 i 
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schools), respectively. The rationale for adjustiag the handicapped propor- 
tions (i.e., p. to pj^) can be seen as follows: 



Z 



h ' 1 D (R) .\ "^iC^^ 
.iek ^ 



That' is, ^ate estimates a la BEH are preserved while a'ssuming the special 

schopl enrollment is correctly specified in every instance. 

' . ' ♦ * * 

NOTE : There are other logical ways for distributing Hj^ to districts — varying 

practic administering special schools and for accepting enrollment 

make it almost impossible to define a *'best" guestimate. 



■1^3 



• v AppeadiK B <^ ■ 

* ^ 

; Coniputatioa of Sampliag Weights, Adjustmeat for 
' Koarespoase, aad Standard Errors 



/ 



< * 



Appendix B 



Computation of Sampling Weights, Adj\;^^ment for 
Monresponse» and Standard ECXOifS 



OVERVIEW 



The analyses planned for the lEP Survey span four components: 

1) School CpiDponent 

2) Level 1 Longitudinal Component 

3) Level 2 Longitudinal Component 

4) Facility Component- 

Appendix A earlier <lescribed both the consolidated 3*stage design supporting 
the first three components and the separate 2*stage design supporting the last 
component. In all, statistical inferences will be made to seven 'target popula- 
tions. In addition^ the multistage structure of the supporting design will 
require that three further target populations be addressed. Discussions will 
be distributed over s^x topic areas; 

1) General form of study parameters/estimates. 
^ i) Underlying target populations. 

Computation of raw sampling weights. 
Treatment of nonresponse. 
Adjustments for large sampling weights,. 



3) 

5) 
60 



Computation of^pproximate standard errors. 
: this appendix it will be assumi 
the concepts underlying classical statistic 



Throughout this appendix it will be assumed that the reader is familiar with 

Eer^nce* 




II. GENERAL FORM OF PARAMETEr's/ESTIM^TES 



A. General Form of Parameters 

Analyses planned for the lEP Survey data will attempt to provide descrip- 
tive .information as to the characteristics of various populations and/or 
iri^jformation as to differences between subpo'pulations of interest. For the 
most part, population totals (^ans, proportions) and differences betweeh 
^ population totJHs (ni^anSj proportions) for a given reporting category on a 
characteristic of interest will be the focus of our attention* To express 



these estimators in the case ofa stratified multistage (multiphase) sample, 

t 

it is notationaVly convenient to view the conceptual target population frame 
of N units in terms of H stjpata uniquely associated, with actual first'-stage 
units^ Specifically, if a tota^ for a characteristic * Y is Jthe population 
parameter of interest, then this parameter, Y^, takes on the form' 



where, 



y , , — z z Y|_ . X, . J , 



value of characteristic measured on unit hj (i.e.^ j 

V 

conceptual frame member in stratum h)^ 



th 



1 if unit hj belongs to reporting group g 
0 otherwise. 



~ number of frame members in stratum h (h = 1^2,**,H) 



Similarly, the associated population mean for characteristic Y in reporting 
group g, giJy, can be represented as 



where 



X * 



g 



ft h 
S Z X, . 
h-1 j=l 8 



\ 



Comparisons of totals (means) between two reporting groups (g^ and g^, say) 
for the .characteristic take on the fom 
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B. General Form of Estimates 

In evexy analytic component, the entire j^pulation under consideration 
was not observed* Rather, a probability sample froo^ the populatioii of inters 
est was selected^ To accoxint for this, sacople estimates for population 
parameters of interest '(i* ^ * > totals, means, contrasts in same.) will require 
^responses , recorded for each analysis unit to be weighted' inversely to ^s 
probability of selection. Specifically, the general fo^'rni of an estimator for 
a population total in reporting ^roup g, can be written as ' ^ 



where 



^ \ \, \. H ^h \ 
Y J Z S =2 2 w,. y,. X,. , 

8 ^ h=l j = l h-1 j-1 g hj • 



probability that j^^ unit in stratum h gets selected 
into the study, * 

number of observations selected from stratum h ^ 



For convenience, W^^^ will"^e, referred tp^as the weight a'ssoci^ted with the 
response obtained o^unit h j . In the absence of errors attributable to measure 

ment or frame constr\ction, such an estimator is unbiased for (i.e.^ the 

' * - * g 

expected value of OHpr^ repeated samples is Yj^) - Similarly, the estimate 



g ^ " g 
for a reporting group, mean would take on the form 



I 



g 



where , 



A H ^ X, * 

X ^ = 2 -2 ' ^ 
.8 h=l j = l "hj 
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In general^ this estimator is biased for the intended population parameter 
(since it is the ra^io of two means)/ Specifically, the bias term, denoted by 
B(0) <:an be expressed as 



so 



that 
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where *CovC*,*)> aC*)> and c.v.CO are standard notHion for covariance^ stan- 
dard deviation, and coefficient of variation respectively. For large samples 
then, the tfesul^ing bias will become negligible for most sample designs. 

Similar expressions could be formalized for contrasts between means of 
two reporting groups. 

C, Role of Stratification 

Once the sample has beeiiT selected and the sampling weight determined^ no 
further information is required concerning the sample design in general, and 
the delineation of strata in specific, for making point estimates of totals 
and means. The rationale for introducing the notion of first*stage strata at 
this time comes in the anticipation of the methodology that will be desci^ibed 
for approximating the precision of these point estimates. As such^ apart f.rom 
the discussion included in Appendix A^ the treatment of first*stage stratifi* 
cation will be deferred until Section VII. At that tirae> an attempt will be 
made to provide a clearer understanding of the role that stratification vari- 
ables played in constructing data files. 

III. UNDERLYING TARGET POPULATIONS 

Statistical inferences will be made to seven target populations. *In 
addition^ the multistage structure of the supporting design introduces three 
further indirect populations"Table B. 1 pr<^vides the details. Each target 
population will be formally defined in turn. 
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Table B.l 

POPULATIONS OF IHTERE5?^IH THE SURVEY 



Unit 



Componeat; 



Instruments 



Status 



Population 
Number 



Student 



District 



School 



Facility 














EC,SCQ,DRFA 






School 


((jfurrent Year) 


Direct 


1 

* 


Level 1 Longitudinal 


(Current & previous 






Year) ^ 


Direct 


2 


Level Z Longitudinal 




Direct 


3 


Facility 


EC,SCQ,DRF5 


Direct . 


A 


School Component 


SDCQjDRFl 


Direct 


5 


V School Component 




Indirect 


6 


School Component 


SCHQ,DRF2 


Direct ^ 


■ 7 


School Component 




Indirect 


a 


FaciTity Contponent 


,SFCQ,DRF3 


Direct 


9 


Facility Contponent 




Indirect 


10 



A* School Component StuJent Target Population (Population 1) 

. All children in the A8 c^mtiguous United States and the District of 
Columbia (except New Mexico which refused to participate before samples were 
drawn) who were, as of 1, December 1973: - / 

1) Between ages 3-21, 

2) Enrolled in a public elementary school administered by a local 
education ^agency* , 

3) Classified by their place .of enrollment as handicapped. 

4) Current year lEP for child, held at place of enrollment* 
Relative to the fourth condition., two' poirvts ^should be made: 

1) Information was ' collected on the ^otal number of children meeting 
the remaining conditions^ 

2) Some flexibility was allowed in -the field to accomodate situations 
where all lEPs were held at a central office in the district. For 
the most part, ^qwever, the lEP document had «to be readily acces- 
sible to the school staff* 



i 
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■ ^ Level 1 Longitudinal Student Target Population (Population 2) 
All School Component student target population members who also had a 
previous year lEP at t^e place of enrollment. 

Some flexibility was allowed in the ^ield to allow for situations where 
the lEP for tHe previous yjear was held at another school in the district* 
Here again tire ke7 was whe^er the special education st^ff could/did have 
access to the preyious J^ear lEP* 



Eevel 2 Longitudinal Student Target Population (Population 3) 
Same as Population 2. In isolated cases^ no Level 1 eligibles Existed at 
a given school (^at least within the School Cotoponent student sample) and^ for 
evaluation purposes , population 1 members were substituted (well documented 
when used). 



D. Facility Student Target Population (Populatiioa. 4) ^ - ' , 

All.^hildren in the 48 'contiguous United States and the Distript^f 
Columbia/ (except New Mexico which refused to participate before "Samples were 
drawn) who we^re, as of 1 December 1978; 



^1) 
2) 



ffetween ages 3-21, y ' 

^Enrolled in a facility on the facility frame (see Section III of 



3) 
^ 4) 



Appendix A) « 

ClassifCed by tneir place .o^f enrollment as handicapped. 
Current year lEP for child held at place of enrollment. 
In, many cases, the notion of an '*IEP'' was far less well-defined at facilities 
in coEQparison .to schools and was giyen a lib^lal interpretation. 



E. . Direct School Component District Target Popuf?&ion .(Population 5) 

All Local Education Agencies in the geographic confines of tbi study that 
enroll at leafct one student who, as of 1 December 1978, was between the ages 
of 3 and 21 and classified as handicapped by the school of enrollment. 

Notice that this population excludes districts nt>t having any handicapped 
stufients enrolled as of X December 1978*, Districts enrolling handicapped 
students remain eligible even if they do not complete an lEP ort any^of bheir 



students . 
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Indirect School Cpmponent District Target f'^pulatioD .(Population 6) 

All LEAs in the. geographic confines of the study that enrd^ll at least one 

population 1 member/ ^ 

As such, population 6 is a proper subset of population 5, and provides ah 
/efficient flrst^tage conceptual frame^ for support of the overall School 

Component. * ^ . f 



6. , Direct School Component 'School Target Pi)pulation (Population Z) 

All schools administered by a district belonging to population 5 that 
enroUl at least one child who,- as qf 1 D^jcember 1978, was;, 

^l) Between ages ^3-"2K * - ^ ^ . 

' '-^ JZy ' Classified by tfee schpol as Iv&lng ^an^icapped... 



Indirj&ct School Component School Target Ik)pulation (Population 8) 
/All schools 4^minlstered by a district belonging^^to population 6 ;that 
enro^ at least one population 1 member* 

As such , population 8 is a proper subs 
efficient &econd*stage framQ for support owthe School Component. 



f population 7,*and provides an. 



I- Dir^t'^Facillty^Cgnponent Faci^rfy^Target Population (Population 9) 

All facilities listed on^j^^J^aciltty fh'ame that"" enroll at least one * 
cKild who, as df 1 Decemh^t^WTS, was aged 3-21 and classified by the facility 
as handicapped* 

J. Indirect Facility Contponent Fa'<tility Target Population (Population 10) 




fame that enroll at least ' one 



All facilities listed on' tSie'^i^i 
popurlation 4 member.. ^ ^ ' * * j 

As' such, population 10 is a subset <yf population 9, and provides an- 
e/fi^cient' first-stage coSiceptual fwme for support of the F-acility Component. 



IV. COMPUTATION OF RAW SAMPLIKQ WEIGHTS 



In theory, translation of the* general fonn for population parameters/ 
estimators requires the specification of fotir entities: ^ 
, ^ 1) Target population* . *^ 

2) Characteristic of interest* - * 
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^, 3) Reportin^groups of interest i _ ^ 

^. 4)' Sampling j/eigbt associated witb eich analysis unit< 
Tbe first concern,, invoWtng a ^atement of intended target populations, was 
addressed in the previous section?^^he . second entity, joe la ted to defining, 
characteristijcs o£ interest, was discussed at some length in Chapter 7 of the 
Final Rfcport^ on the. design of the lEP Survey, Similarly, reporting groups, 
iiqijlicitly defined in the format o^ proposed analytic table shells (i,*e.; each 
cell of every tible defines a reporting grou«j were discussed at that time* 
0,The remainder o'f Section IV will thus addreJ^9|e remaining issue, namely that 
of computing sampling'weights for. each analysfc unit. 



Weighting Procedures 
In order to estimate the parameters discussed in Section II, data collected 
on a given analysis miit will weighted by the- reciprocal of the probability 
' of selecting that ' unit into the supporting sample^ After overviewing the 
general theorv fo'r computing inclusion probabilities in the multistage design 
suppprting th? lEP Study, this theory will bie adapted to the pi;obabili'ty 
sample supporting inferences to each individual target population listed in * 
Table B, 1. * ^ r ' , ' 

^'^f l.\ Inclusion Probabilities Iqx Multistage Designs 

^ In gen^r^l; the computation of inclusion probabilities- for each \ 
4 member 'of^ a sample selected over multiple stages of a design proceeds in two 
stei^^^ 

Identification of all possible sequences of selections that would 
'have r^ulted in unit being selected at stage k, (say m. in 
aumber). ^ 
b) Computatiod of the probability that none *of the sequences ^re realized 
^ in a given application of the sampling^ methodology. ' 

The inclusion probability for unit^^ is the complement 'of the probability in 

b (iJe>} l-'b). In a sLrlct multistage design, sample "members enter the sample 

in a unique sequence (i,e + ,'m, = 1 Vi.)* For exaipple , every student selected 

^k 

to sujjport the lEP Survey is considerred*'to be 'uniquely assoc*iated either with 
■__ ^ V 

^ E^echa , J, et al. * Desigji of a National Survey of IndivTdualized ■ 

Education Prggrams (lEPs) fqr Handicapped Children . Research Triangle Park, 
M.C-i;? Research Triangle" Institute, Movem^j^ 1978i * 



a givea school (which Itself is uniquely associated with a given district)^ or 
a givea facility. , 

iQclusioQ probabilities la this case refduce to the product of the coQdi~ 
tioaal probabilities .for ti^ associated units at each stage of sampling, and 
are expressed in general temi'as ^ , ■ " 



where 



and 



ij^ s*elected 
lato samprle 



= n nCi.l 
j=l ■ ^ 



notatioD .that ij^-th member on the fifial stage 

.frame is uniquely associated with unit ^^^^ 

the (k-l)-st stage of sampling, which in turn 
is uniquely associated with unit ij^'_2 ^ 

(k-2)-ad stage of sampling, etc.) 

V 

\ 

probability that unit i. is selected into the 
sainple given that units i^^i^j'' 
selected at the previous stages, 



j-i 



were 



TTCij) 



2, ^ Handling of Frame Multiplicities 

School districts choose to serve their handicapped students in 
diverse ways. Iq doing so, s^me analysis units are associated with multiple 



higher stage sampling units (i.e.. 



> 1 for some i )\ Specifically 



aX Schools (especially special , schools) are not always entirely admin- 
istered by a single 'School district. 

b) Students can receive special education and/or related services from 
multiple schools crossing district lines. ^ 

c) Students may bfe listed on school franjes more than once (e.g,\ a 
school (nay keep their records by handicapping condition so that any 
child .having^jnultiple handicaps is listed on the student frame at 
this school more than once). 

In general*, these situations are collectively referred to as frame multi- 
plicities. In theory, one should compute tifue inclusion probabilities (i.e.^ 
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accounting 'for any frame [n,ultiplicites associated with a given sample member). 
For student^ multiplicities on th^ , student frame (i . e . ^ (c.) above) this was 
accommodated by recording the fram^ numbers associated with each sample member 
( i;e , an^ at^tempX was first made to purge eacb^^udent frame of duplicates, 
but i^fter the main student Sample was selected, the frame was i^^n scrutl"' 
. ai2ed i&' or<|^r to,make the' required determination for sample -members )\ Given 
the sampling injtterval used in selecting the circular 'systematic sample of' 
students the ti^ue inclusiori probability was easily deterAiined. Irv the- second" 
"^focm of frame multiplicity, (i* e* , ^(b*) above) true inclusion probabilities are 
much more drffifiult to compute tsince multiplicities may cross districts lines 
and no additional LAf(5rina^ion is available on districts* outsid^ tHe sample)/ 
To accommodate this » the ability to produce unbiased estimates of population^ 
totals was preserved by met^eLy determining the multiplicity of eaCh analysis 
unit (i.e., m, ) and multiplying the, realized* sequence probability l>y ' this 
valuer ^ r * V ' ' - ^^ , 

Operational ly, information W^s ^collected on all schools known to 
provide special educatioa and/or relatetf services to ,each sample studerft-^ In 
addition^ a judgement Vas made as to Whether each so-listed school would be 
expected to hold an lEP for that student, .The current sampling weight was 
then divided by the number of the^e schools "tteat were determined to be LEA- 
administered according to the CIC file; Fin^l^ly.^ *for/Uie first form of multi- 
plicity (i,e-/'(a.))> multiplicities* were resoL^^d by defining uniqueness 
consistent with the CIC file. Operationally sample districts ^were asked to ■ 
revise the CIC school frame provided t^ t!iem*during ini'tiSl^ contact to reflect 
any additional sch<5ols administered (at least in part) by the district, i-Any^ 
school so identified was later deleted^<^it was found to be associated with 
another public schocrl district on the CIC file! 

It sh6uld be noted that these multiplicities collectively occirrfed \in les^' 
than 3 percept^ of the possible cases and produced only minor deviations from 
the weight ass,p^ated with the realised .sequence. " ^ * 

3- Computing Conditional Probabilities at Each Stage of Sampling , 

The previous subsections outlined how inclusion probabilities for 
the lEP Study are expressible in tenns of products of^component conditional 
probabilities^ These conditional probabilities account ^ for sample sl^^ 
stratification^ usage of size measures^ method of randomization^ etc. within a 
given stage of sampling using methodology th$^ is wall knovn^ Furthermore^ 
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only the student saioples were selected io the f ield**districts ^ schools^ and 
facilities were all ♦selected- on"site at-HTI* More^ importantly, student sam- 
pling procedures were mechanized using standardized forms and individualized 
raadom number tables for each school or facility. As su<;h, the student samples 
were deteripinistic given the order of the student frame and. thie Level 1 eligi- 
bility si;atus of fiaslc Study sample members (facilitating the implementation of 
quality control procedures), and^ information required for the computation , of * 
conditional student weights w^s easily placed in cpmputer readable format, 

' hdnce ' minimizing transcription and inte^retation errors, etc. Sample design 
specifications 4n Appendix A were inteaded to be sufficiently « detailed so as 
to permit the reader, to. ident^ify how standard statistical^methodology should 
have been^ use4 W compute these raw sampling weights. No attempt will be made 

\to 9pell 6ut formulae for the compoaent conditional weights. 

V. ADJUSTMENTS FOR NONRESPONSE 




Oveyiew 

Major efforts have, and will bd made to obtain a usabV& response for each 
it selected into the sample. Indeed, various aspects of the sample design 
outlined in Appendix A (specifically, clustering, use of a consolidated design, 
use of subsampling, etc*>were imposed to minimize the need for such efforts. 
Despite. these efforts, indeterminable uncertainties in data (i.e., nonresponse, 
inconsistencies) vill inevitably remainv Specifically, total ^ analysis ^unit 
nonresponse will, exist in every ^^alytic category ^(i*e*, .district^level. , 
schtiol-level , facllity-lej/el , and ^tudent/-level) , as will item nonresponse on 
the Individual ipstruftaents used to record information on a given analysis unit. 
Nonre:sponse associated with this latter soi^rce includte«^t-hat which is attribut* 
able to respondent re f usa.l , neglect ,^ or inability to complete .one or more 
questionnaire items (even though they do complete some of ,'t!he 'i^'tems), .as well 
^s inadmissible or inconsistent responses flagged during data editing - ' When 
efforts in obtaining data from noarespondents (or subsamples of non^espondetits) ^ 
have been exhausted, the remaining data indeterroinancies iJtust -b^ ^handl^d » 
analytically- ' ' , ^ ' . - * 

Having estal^lished the need for analytic treatment oif 'data' indeterminacies, 
it should be emphasized at the outset that there are no known unbiased or even 
consistent methods available for adjusting. for nonresppnse. Many surveys do. 



hd%ever, utilize impurtation techniques and weight adjustonent techniques in an 
attempt to reduce the effect of nonrespbndent bias on stujdy estimates. With 
this, in roind, nonresponse for the lEP Study was handled in' the fallowing 
fashion: ^ 

1) ^ Weighting class adjustioents for complete analysis unit nonresponse, 

2) Reporting of an indeterminate category fpr item nonresponse. 

Such a position would appear to represent a reasonable compromise among.alter* 
natives^ in light of the cost of 'making adjustments, the real^'zed quality of 
study data, and the role ii^tended for parameter estimates. Having said this , ^ 
it remains only to indicate how weighting class methodology might be applied 
to data supporting the lEP Study. Before doin^g so, ti^e underlying mechanism 
will be briefly overviewed. ^ ^ . ' 

B+ Basic dotation Underlying Discussion of Konresponse ^ 

.Consider a target pdpul^tion of N units which,^unbeknown bo the analyst, 
.consists of Kj^ members that would respond if selected into a^probability 
sanrple, and ^^C" ^'^^ members that would not respond. If a population total 
for characteristic Y on reporting^ group g was of interest, our earlier notation 
could be re'written as 



H 
'Z 
h.=l 



h 

i 



hi. g 1 



H 
Z 



2 



h=l isl 



hi g< 1 R 1 



H \ 
1. • 1 
h=l 1=1 



Yu'. X. ^x ; 
hi g 1 R 1 



•wHere 



= Y + -T 



I ,if member i would be a respondent 
0 ^otherwise 



1 ' ,if member i would be ^ non^respondent 
0 , otherwise . 
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For aotatioaal siioplicity, s^^ose that ao stratification was used at the 
first*stage (i.e.^ H that the entire frame is taken as the reporting 

group' of interest (i^e^^ X. I Vi) t Without U>ss of generality one can then 
express tbe above as ' - ' ^ 



i=i ^ • j=i J 



L • 



Similarly 



Y + -Y 



" "r r 



A probability sample of a members- would be selected » and respondents realized 
(equivalently, nonrespondents) . The parameters o^ interest should be 
estimated by , - ■ * » 



^ y. 



y . = X -r 
■ _i 

1=1 1 



or 

where 



• N 



'r rMy 



"r a) 



N 



i=l 



I Li 
i=i \ 
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Unf ortunately, the measurement of the characteristic of interest is not avail- 
able o^n nonrespondents , If nothing is done to adjust for this (i.e.^ non* . 

respondents merely ignored), estimates will be biased/ Speeifically, denoting 

* * * 

such an es^imat^or by a subscript 1^ , ^ 



and 



h ?^Y 



Ignoring nonrespondents is mathematically e<^uiva lent to ' assuming tha t the 
Characteristic of interest is z^ro . f or all nonresporxlencs , Such a tact is 
unacceptable to most (if not all) analysts who collectively prefer to at least 
attempt to make some form of. adjustment. The simplest and most naive adjust-; 
ment is to assume that nonrespondents are '^similar** to respondents and to 
assign the re^spondent mean as the missing nonrespondent value in each ca^se 
(i.e., overall mean ^djustmentj. Proceed^ing in this fashion, and identifying 
such an estimater by .a subscript 2,* causes 



N E 
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Similarly 



2^ 



^1 



Thit is, the bias is a fiioccioD of the size of the aoDrespoDdlDg stratum and 
the differeace betweea the means ^f responding and non^^^piding individuals. 
Hence, if there are n'o nonrespo'adents, hr these latter means are equal, there 
will be no bias.-, .... 

. IiDprovemeats Iq subset ituting the overall meaa of respondeats for the 
missiag data caa be achieved ia several ways. Weighting cla^s adjustmeats, 
the method decided upoa for ^he lEP survey, is discussed in the aext section. 



C, Veightipg Class Ad^justroents * / 

U Geperal, Discussion _ \ 

The weightiag class adjustment procedure assigns sample members to 

wei^htiQg classes based upoa information available for both respondents and 

noQrefipoQdeats . Withia these weightiag classes, aa individual is assigned aa 

« ' th ' 

adjusted sampliog weight, * ^Specifically, for the £ weighting class. 



1 



where , 

* 

WSC£) - 
WRC£) = 



w 



wsu) 

i WRC2) 



if i-th individual is a respondent in 

- we ighting class £, , 

if i-th iadividual is a noarespondent in 

weightiag class J£, 



Sum of sampliag weights for all aaalysis units in weighting 
class 

Sum of sampliag weights for all respoftdiag aaalysis uaits ia 
weightiag class ft . . 



150 



SaiDple estimates are thea obtained usiag these nonrespoase adjusted weights. 
Specifically, for' a population totals this third form of 'adjustment could be 
written as ^ 



f n ^ 

3 + . : 1 X 
i-.l 



where 



Z Y 



1 if unit i belongs to weighting^class i 
0 otherwise 



1=1 

and the weighting classes are allqwed to play the role of strata in the earlier 

notation. As sucht<be overall adjustment scheme is merely applied separately 
i^n each weighting class. Notice that ' k 



KU) 



L 



Inspection of this bias term (a similar expression holds fot means under the 
weightiqg elass adjustment) suggests that weighting classes should be forcned 
to maximize the within cTass homogeneity of responses. In addition^ simplis* 
tic modelling attempts mandate that the weighting classes exhibit differential 



0 
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response^ rates. Furthermore empirical evidence suggests that a miniraum of 20 
respondents b^ef used in each weighting cell aad that to avoid imposing/aggravat- 
ing the effects of unequal analysis unit we ighting , the weight adjustment 
factor should not exceed 2* To achieve these conditions ^ smaller weighting 
« eel Is should be combined by^ collapsing the variables defining the set of 
weighting classes/ ,. 

Finally^ it should be emphasized that the characteristics used to define 

f 

weighting classes must be ava^l^Jble for both respondents ai\d nonrespondents , 

D, ' Implementing Wei^htin^ Class Adjustments 

Weighting class adjustments were made In the probability sample selected 
from each. population identified in Table B,l, Each application of the methodo- 
logy wilU be discussed in turn. . 

1 . Monresponse Adjustments for School Component - ? 

Non response was experienced at the district » school , and student 
levels of this component (see* Appendix A, Tables A, 17, A^^20^ A. 21). As.such^ 
' separate weighting class adjustments were made at each 'stage in order. that' 
information was available , for both respondents and non respondents (a pre- 
requisiteS^or. forming weighting classes) . Furthemore , additional care was 
taken to ensure that the weight adjustment factor for each cell at a given 
level was as small as possible, since the weight adjustment factor is multi- 
plicative over the sAm^es of th^ design* The adjustment at each stage will 
be discussed in tura. \ - 

a , Adjustment for ^Jistrict Monresponse 

The realized district sample experienced 22 nonrespondents (see 
Appendix A, Table A. 17), wyighting classes were formed using CIC district 
enrollment and census Region so that ;>eighting classes withirt a given region 
had equal tota\ enrollments. The number of weighting jclasses vlttin a givehs^, 
A Census region was heuristically assigned-^-Vable B,2 contains* further details. 
For the purposes of the School Component^ raw sampling^weights were adjusted 
at the district level using the population-based weighting class factor (i,», , 
term in parentheses in last column of Table B,2)A\|^uch an approach has the 
^ po-tential both of minimizing the bias and improving precision of the resulti^ng 
^parameter estimates. * ' , - ' [ 
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Table B.2 

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR DISTRICT NONRESPOHSE 



,182 











Weighting . Census 
'class Number Region 


Enrollmeht 
Category 


Number 


of Districts 


a/ 

Weight Sura- 


Non response^ 
Ajd j ustflient 
* Factor 


Responding 


Nonresponding 


Responding Nonresponding 










, 1 


1 

* 


' , 1 


26 




16QS*5 






K26 




1 

1 






\J * 




(2222) 




(1.31) ^ 














(312) 




1 1 * 11 J 






4 1 
1 




A 

H 


"^"^67" 1 






K26 














(A539) 




f 1 'I 
tl*3oJ 




2 


2 


22 




761 1 




126 6 


K17 






• 








(866) 




1 1 ' 1*1) 


. 5 


2 . 


3. 


16 


• 0; 


166 




0 


1.00 














(155) 




(.93) 


6 


3 


1 




1 


' -3526.9 




3A.6 


1.01 












(30A3) 




(.fif6) 


1 


3 


'2 , 


19 ' 


3 


320 




■ 39.6 


1.12 




f 
1 




* * ^ 






(•395) 




(1.23) 


8 


3 


" 3 


20 ^ ' 


• • . 2 ' . 


82.7 




A. 9 


V.06 














(70) 




(.'85) 


'9 






21 




3532. A 




'' 87.8- 


1.02 • 








r 






C259d) 

V 




, (.73) • 


. '10 






13. 




107.2 




20.8 


■ i;)9 


- f ^ 












(127) 




- • (^.85) 








.208 ' , 


22 


13,838.9, 




1,616.3 
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Figure ^-in bracket represents^Xh^* actual number of dTstricts contained on tKe CIC district' frame in this 
weighting <5iass.^^^ ^ ^[ • :.,v/ ^ ■ ' \ ^, ^ ' 

^ ' Figure in brackey^represents the NR/ adjusted factor when the true parameter value is u^ed in the numerator 

ot^the weighting class; adjustment factor '(^rmula. (In'stead of the estimate^ based on the' 'realized sample. 0 



b* Adjustment for School Nonrespon^e 

The realized school saaiple experienced ^ 9 aonrespondents (s^e 
Appendix A, Table A. 20). Weighting classes were formed by school type — Table 
B*3 contains the necessary de^tails, 

c * Adjustment for Student Monresponse 

The, ' realized student sample 30 non respondents (see 

Appendix A, Table A. 21). Weighting ^classes were formed by school type--^able 
B^4 provides the details. J - - 

Summary of School Component Monresponse Adjustment 
For sample student kr in school j of district i , - 



7t, 



1 J*l K*1J 



l£^0(i,j,k) is the nonresponse adjustment at stage £ for this student, the 
overall adjusted weight, > can be expressed as 

0 ^ * ' ■ 

n?,, = 7t, 7t. , 7t,^ A.(iJ,k) A^(iJ,k) A-j(iJ^k) . 

Knowing the census region and district enrollment, A^(iJ^k) is specified by 
Table B*2^ Similarly^ school type allows A^tijjk) and A^tijjk) to be speci- 
fied according to Tables B,3 and B,4 respectively. Clearly, the maximum* 
overall nonresponse adjusted factor is less than 2 which is generally to be 
preferre^i^in most applications. 

2. Konr&sponse Adjustjnent for Level 1 Longitudinal Component 

The Level 1 Longitudinal Component was supported l|y a subsample of 
the School Component student sample. As such> adjustment of raw Level 1 student 
weights for subsampling noniresponse werl*^arried out using the adjusted student 
.weights of the previous section,^ Specifically^ respondent School Component 
sample students in the Lev^l I subsaofple were poststratif ied by school type in 
forming weighting classe^-*Table B.5 contains the details, 

3, Monresponse Adjustment for Level 2 Longitudinal Component 

The Level 2 Longitudinal Component is supported by a. subsample of the 
Level 1 student sample. Apart from nonresponse experienced in ^his latter ^mpl 



^ III actual fact. School Component student weights ^were also corrected £ox 
unequal weighting (see Section B.VI), 
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WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR *FOR SCHOOL NONKES 



V 

ScUdoI Weighting 
Type . * Clasrs 


\ Nymt»er Schools *- 


* z \ 

- Sum of Weights 


— 7 — : ■ 

^onresponsQ 
Adj'Usted 

Factor 
1 


>Hesponding Nonrespondfng 


Responding K&nrespon<iing 


Regular 1 
Special ^ 2 *^ - 


* ^7 . '5. 

■ ' *■ J. 

507 , , 9 


•J&SAS.S * 656.5 


. 1.0p95A * 
•1^ 05702 



4^ 



Table B.A 



WE/GHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOK STlffiEKflJONRESPONSE 




tT" 

School Weighting 
Type Cla^s 


^ ^ ^ 

Number tf Students*. 


j — — rr — : 

^ ^ Sum of Weights 


-4 ^ ^ 

'Nonresponse 
Adjusted i 
Factor 


Resppnding Nonrespon&ih:g ' 


!i6€LSponding Nonres^onding 


Regular 1 
Special 2'^ ^ 


■ 2U5 ^ _ 25 ^ 

532 5 
■2657 30 


U2,2U 585 ^ 


1>01A93 , 
1.0052 
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WEIGHT Adjustment factor for level i student subsampling nonresponse 



Scbool Weighting 

Type Ciass^A 
- ^ SI 


^ ■ ■ : , 

• - ./ ) ... .jp 
Numbeil/of Students^ ■ 


: ' ^ 1 

Sum of Weights 


Nonresppri36 
Adj.usted 
Factor 


^^spgnding If|^n responding 


Responilin^ Non re spending 


Jegtilar ^^^Ih 
Special^ fj^^ 

— : — : 3 " 


V^.675 ' 18 

^M21 - 3 


1,^69,130 38,607 
80,1A8 689 


,K0263^ 
1.Q086 



See'Table A. 22. 
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no further subsampling nonresponse occurred.^ As such» Level 2 data could be 
analyzed using the adjusted Level 1 weights corrected for subsampling (i,e,^ 
inflated by the conditional weight , associated #ith s^ubsaoipling of districts), ^ 
* ' Nonresponse Adjustment for^District^ Questit)nnaires ^ 
^ ' The respondent status of both the^dir^ct and indirect district ' 
sampl^s-ijwere identical (sefe Appendix A» Table A. 17)- As suct» the adjusted ' 
first*stage sampling weights for ,th6 School Component will be used in analyzing 
.data reVorded on Districp Questionnaire for responding districts. 
5^ Nonresponse Adjustment for School QuestionnaiTes 

The direct sph^l sample experieciced one additional respondent over 
the indirect school sample (which was used to^ support the student School 
Compoaent sample) — Table^ A. 20 in Appendix A contained the details; Weightiiig 
classes* were aglin formed by school type (see discussions on adjusting for 
school nonresponse at second stage of .School Component student sample)*-'Table 
B/6 provides the details. ^ ' ^ 

6 . Nonresponse ustdentr^Jor Facility Component 

Nonresponse was experienced at *the facility and student levels of 
> this component X^^^' '^^bles A, 27 in Appendix A^ and subseqi^nt discussion? 
'con<;etning selection of Facility students). As such» separate weighting class 
adjustments, were m^de at each stage^ and will-^e discussed in turn, 
ustment for Facility Nonresponse 
The realized facility sample experienced U norirespondents ,(see 
Appendix A; Table A. 27), Weighting- classes were formed by source — Table B.7 
provides the details, - { 

b*, Adju'stmetit for Student^onresjponse ' 

^ The realized sample of students associated with facilities 
experienced t noriresponde^rts^ for, which a single o^^erall adjustment was made" 
Table B.8 contains the det ails^ . 

7- Ngnresponse Adju^ment for Facilitjy Questionnaires ^ * . - 

Facility*4ueationnaires were received from 73^^£ 77 eligible ^(^ple^ 
^facilities (student samplesNit^e not selected at 2 of these facilities in that 
lEPs were not available foiT the associated Handicapped , children) . As in the , 
frrst stage 6f the Facility Compoftent> weighting classes were form^ by s<yirce-- 
Table provides the details. 
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Table B.fr 

WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR SCHOOL QUESTIONNAIRE ^tONFfeS PONSE 





School Weighting 
Type Class 


f 

Number of Schools 


* 

Sum of Weights § 


Nonrespoi^se 
Adjusted 
Factor 


Responding Nonjresponding 


Responding Nonresponding 


Regular 1 
Special 2 


- . 5 ^ 

' 70 ' ^ ■ : 

508 ^ 9 


69,369.0 656.5 

i 

1,124.2 64.1 


1.00946 
1.105702 ■ 
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Table B.7 , . '■ " 
EIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR FACILITY NONRESPONSE ■ ■ ^ 


School Weighting 


Number of Facilities 


Sum of Wei>gbts 


i 

Nont^ponse 
' Adjusted 
Factor 


Responding Nonresponding 


Responding Nonrespondin^' 


W 1 jt 


itl ' 2 
2A - .2 


'751 6; • 
2,279 159 


,i.0fci799 
1.06977 


^ - WEIGHT A 


' ~ Table B. 
DijJSTMENT FACTOR FOR' STUDEN 


4 * 

8 * * ■ ' . 
T NONRESPOlfSE AT FACILITIES ■* * ' 

• • r- 


1 _a 

School ^Weighting 
Type Class 


thiiiiber of Students 


Sum of Weights 


Nonrespdns^' 
Adjusted 
Factor 


Responding Nonrespondiog 


Responding Hon responding 


Non-A3> 


550 6 ' 


185,309.2 898.5458 

4 


r. 00485 
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WEIGHT ADJUSTMENT FACTOR FOR F^ACIL^TY QUESTIONNAIRE NONEESPON^E 



School Weighting 
T^e Class 


Number of Facilities 


SUKL^of Weights 


Nonresponse 
Adjusted 
Factor 


Responding Non responding 


Responding NOnresponding 


'437 1 
Non-437 , 2 


47 2 

/ 26 2 


751 /J 6 ^ 
2,508 j 159 


1,00799 
1.06340 



VI. ABJUSTMENTS FOR LARGE SAMPLE WEIGHTS 



.A, ^ Overview ^ * - 
/ The advantages of an equiprobable sample are well known. For the most 
jp^'aft, the santple design supporting the lEP Survey was intended to produce such 
a self-'veighting structure for all student samples (i,e,, School Component, 
Level I Lo&gitudinal Con^onent, Level 2 Longitudinal Component, .and Facility 
Componenfi). District, school and facility samples were intended to be propor- 
tiflnal-to-size (here, essentially the number of enrolled handitapped students), 
a tat^t "particularly advantageous for the estimation of parameters of the form 
"p^oporticJn of handicapped students served in administrative units of a given 
type". As such, these latter samples wepe^ intended to deviate from an equiprob- 
able m6<lel. In the former . cases , hoVeyer, some degree of unequal weighting 
was ^experienced in ^ every, component during implementation of the ^propo^ed^ 
design. Af ter/outlining sources of unequal weighting for each.of J^hese compon* 
ents , a simplistic model willSbe presented to ^account for the ^impact tThat 
tinequal' weighting might havejon the precision of study estimates. The strategy 
employed in analyzing tha*IEP Survey data to moderate the impact o^ the realised 
unequal Weighting in samples, will then be outlined. Fina^y7 this general 
str^t^egy, vill b'e applied', iti turn, to^each o'f ttte student samples making up 

"-thS ilEP *S,un>ey.' * , . r - ' ' 



B. Sources oJ UnegMal Weighting v 
1, School Conrpojieat Student Sample 

Tbe School ^CorapoQjeat student sample was intended t<t^b^ self-weight- 
iag by school type* Deviations among weights exist, however^ from one or more 
of the following sources: 

a) Lack <^ profile for target^ populatioa at district level necessitated 
use of an extremely prude estimated district size measure based on 
state*level data published by BEH that was almost two years out' of 
date. A 

b) To better preserve the integrity of the School Component district 
sample size^ "small" distr'icts were over-represeated, * For the most 
part j first stage sampling weights for such sample members -we re 

/'large" and particularly vulnerable to " errors"n.n estimating the 
underlying si2e measure. 

c) Respondent burden at district .level could not justify the collection^ 
of data on the actual number of handicapped students enro^lled ^at a 
given school in a sample district. Rather^ schooL*level profiles 
had to lie est^imated using distr^.ct-level revised aggregates of the 
total number of handicapped students enrolled by school type. 

d) Lateness in receiving 6MB clearance for the study required that 

« .sampling activities be carried out on a flow 'basis and precluded 

dynamic allocation of the student s^^^e to a given schoal* Rather^ 
a fixed student sample, size^ by school type^ wa^ adopted 'for the 
study, ^ ' ' ■ . 

e) Nonresponse at the district level farrexceeded the anticipated^ levei 
(5 and necessitated weighting cla^s. adjustments , that, by nature^ induce 

^ unequal weighting into the respondent sample. For the most p^rty ^ 

bias reduction is tbe aim of these adjustments, and not the preserva* 
tiod of a sel f ^weighting structure (which is^ aimed prim'^rly at 
minimizing the variance)." 
f} School districts choose to serve their handicapped students in^ 
diverse ways. As such^ edrollment-based. size measures can be mis- 
le^adlng in s6We cases, a'*" situation worsened ty the decTsioh' hot \o 

\ ' ^ re-allocate the student . sample to scbopls based on the tri^e third- 
stage frame size. ■ , * 
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2. Level 1 LoagitudinaL^omponent Student Sample 

^The Level 1 Lon|itudiDal CompoDeDt was originally intended to be 
supported Iby an equiprofiPability subsample of the School Component student 
sainple. such, 5^1£*weighting was to have been an inherited property. 

Deviation among weights, beyond what was experienced in the School Component 
student sample » do however exist from one or more of the following sources: 
a) To better guarantee the integrity of the Level 1 student sample, 



School Compooe 



nt san^ 



le students at e^ch school were post-stratified 



b) 



by eligibility for the LeveJ? 1 coasponent Ci ■ e ■ presence of retro- 
spective year I£P at school) and the subsample selected only from 
among eligibles. - As such, the conditional subsampling probability 
is .a function of the proportion of elgibiles realized in the School 
Component student sam^e, ^hich varies by ^hool.' * '-' ' 

P.L. 9A-1A2 is a relatively "new" law and as such, will re<iuire time 
to implemeoc. In some cases, two Level 1 eligibles wer^ not realized 
. , f^n the School Component student sample (and hence ]\^v^l 1. sample - 

Hi 4 I. ' ' 

size could not be achieved at these schools): This was particularly 

true of single grade schools, ^etc. . 

Level 2 Longitudinal -Coptponent Student Sample V 

The Level 2 Lotagitudlnal Component was originall;^ intsnded^:^ be an 

equiprobability sOi^sample of 'the L^vel 1 Component sample students. Specafijc-*^ 

ally, an equiprobability subsample of Schodl Component sample, fiistricts was to 

■ ' i' . 

be selected, and the Level 1 sample student, first selected, Ja^ each sample 
school in the Level 2 district subsample taken into tlie Lerel 2 student sample 
^ith, certainty . Only minos deviations .among weights, beyond what wag experir 
enced in the^ Level 1 ^ng'ltudinal Component student sample, were experienced 
in this component. For the most p?rt^ these wete primarily due to rounding^ in 
the district subsample allocation to achieve' the deslT^d cpmposition' of 
districts in the in*depth Level 2 Component. r 

A, ' F'gcility Component Student Sample * -\ ' - " ' ' ^'^ 

The. Facility Component student sample was 'y^t^^^deS^o/be delf-weight- 
ing. Deviations anjong weights e^i 
ing sources: 

a) Delays in constructing an acceptal^le fa^il^y f^^me pj:^tlu|J,^d dyitamic ^ 

' / * " V' " * 

Allocation of the student sample, ■lnstea<k,) ai^ ittempi- was'made to 
sel^ect a fixedTfiimber of studentJElat fjj^y^ll^ble sample stability . ^ 



is\ptfende3^^, be Self-weig 
weights e^ist, however, Jroo/one br.fliore ^ tlie follow- 

. ■. » ■ . ■* / \ ■ ■ ■ . - ■ ■' • ' 
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b) To have realized an equal probability sample under (a), facilities 
would have bad to have been selected in prpportioo to the number of 
associated* handicapped children, UnfortunaVely, this info lotion 
was not available for the majority of members or\ the facility frame. 
For the most part^ howeyer, 437 facilities were selected in a related 

4 

fashion (specifically^ approximately in proportion to the size of 
grant) . ' ^ 

c) ' Past experience suggested tha< any facility frame would be grossly 

inefficient (i.e^ contsfin , large numbers of ineligible facilities). * 
In keeping with the exploratory nature of this component^ every 
effort was made to all^ocate and select the f i-rst-^stage sample so as 
to hopefully maximize th^ number of eligible sample members using-^ 
our a priori assessro^t of the frame efficiency in broad strata. 
For the jaost part> suc^i a strategy represents "a divergent path from* 
that of having self-weighting as the ultimate goal, 

d) Within the^initial non'-437 facility s^mple^ efforts were made (i,e.j 
proportional allocations to post-strata based on the weighted number 
of Uncoiled handicapped students^) to achieve a proportional-t<^*size 
sample for^ this subpopulation . ^ As such, some approximation to 
self -weigh ting wa^s attemptec^ b,y source (i,e\^ versus non*437), 
Unfor,tunately » selection ptobabi'litles for the initial facility 
saa^le were ^sometimes so dissimilar relative to proportionality that 
the post^-stranif ic^tion prior to the final select^ion of facilities 
coald provide for only partial compensation, ' ^ . . ^ . 

+ • » 

Modeling the Possible Impact of Unequal Weighting ' 

The lEP Study i?*supported by a stratified multistage sample design. In 
'general} the precision of study estimates will be a function of variability 
both within and between each *stage of sampling, , Optimal, applications of such 
designs occur when the majorit^^f variability with respect to stctdy character-^ 
istics exists <he "final -stage of sampling. With this ocqqrs, next to 'last 
stage' sample units are treated as strata in the computation of variability 
attributable to the la^t stage of sampling* Furthermore^ in almost all of the 
study components » , an equip robable sample o f final stage i units is se lec ted 
within each such conditional stratum. As such» the effect'of unequal weight- 
ing should be satisfactorily modeled by ^ stratified random 'sample wher^ 
perfect size measures will'be ^sumed, * ; ' < - ' 



Hotatioaally, suppose a^^ fiaal stage units are selected at random with 

replacemeat from^fhe N^. units in stratum j (j = l,2,***,k)* If stratum j has 

mean Mj variance on a chaj^a^^ristic of interest, Y, the overall mean 

of interest is ^ 

k 

* 

I 

for which' ^ . ^ 



Z — 
j=l °+j i=l 



5 y 



y = 



N 



++ 



is an unbiased estimator. 
Moreover 



2 2 

I'f doinaias are equally 'variable (i.e.^ ~ ^ ^°'^< ^^'^ ^^^^ 



VarCy) = — I 



/ 



^2 k 



where Ti^ and 6^ are the population p,roportion and sample proportions of stratum 
4 members, respectijifjj^ This variance rs minimized for 

^ = (i.e., self-weighting) 
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xn waxcQ case 

VarCy) = 



which is the variance of the usual sample Enean under simple r'andoEn sampling of 
units from an unstratified frame, Disportional allocation of sample sizes 
to strata thea results in 

_2 

VarCy) = 2_ q , 
++ 



where 

f 

is the design effect (i,e., premium paid) for unequal weighting. This design 
effect can be rewritten as 

i 



D = , !-s- I I 



w2 = :it : zV 



where 



k N Y 5=1 i=l ^ ■ • j=i i=i J 

J = l i=l ^ 



W. = 

J 



= common sampling ^weight for* 
sample members from stratum j 



Note tti^t* the variance is directly proportional to the sum of the 
we^igbts of sample members.- The design effect is minimized when 

N / n. ■ - 

+1 + 



^hat is, 



N n 
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'1 



(i.je., a proportional allocation of the overall sample size). When this is 
done , every unit contributes an equal amount, j " ^^^^^ 
variance, where 



to the overall 



J ■ 



k 
1 

3^1 i=l 



1 

J 



K 




(Under a proportional 
allocation of the over- 
sample size) 



Observations having a large weight associated with them (or equivalently , 
where 1^^ is "large") have a dlsportionately large effect on the variance of 
the estimated parameter.. This conclusion assumes that the strata variances 
are equal. When this assumption is not warranted, precision is maximized by 



°+j " '^tt 



+J J 



Kote that uqder such an allocation, the sampling rate in each stratum is 
directly proportional to the stratum standard deviation, 



L , e . 



That is, the sampling rate increases (sampling weight decreases^ in direct 
proportion to the stratum standard deviation. Differential magnitudes in 
sampling weights should thus optimally reflect variabili^ty between strata 
variances^ In particular » in light of the dominance of large weights in 
determining the variance of the estimate^! mean under the assumption of hojno-^ 
scedastic strata, strong evidence^ should exist that large weights aVe a^s^- 
ciated with strata in which individuals exhibit little variability with re- 
spect to ^this characteristic. In the absence of information to the contrary, 



the^atfalyst is forced' to assume that ^,11'Strata are equally variable a^d that 
darg^ weights reflect some uncontrollable events that caused a marked deviation 
from self-jweighting . As, such, some so£;t of adjustment might be considered 
vhich attempts to counteract ^e overVhelming impact on variahce that large 
wei^ts are^l^nowti to ^have^ whi^e retailing, the^ integrity of the parameter- 
estima^te imder consideration. Strategies for aqcomplis'hing this are the 
subject pf the next section, * * . * ^ ♦ 

^ ^ ' . ^- ■ 

0* ' Analytic Treatment of Large Sampling Weights . ' ^ , 

Weighting analysis uolts^ by tbe inverse of its associated inclusion 
probability known to produce unbiased estimates of population totals^ 
Utifortunat^ly} when large weights are present, insistence on unbiasedness in 
estima&e^ of totals may exact ^ price in ten&s the variance of such estimates ' 
b^lng inordinately ^ large . Clearly, disportion&tely large weights are asso- 
ciated with some .analysis unitsin the lEP Study* .In these instances, this 
problem was addressed by smoothing the sampling weights so that no weight 
exce.eded a certain magnitude and the sum of weights was preserved under the 
smoothilkg process* To ope rationalize such a scheme ^ the frequency distri- 
butioA of squared weights associated with analysis units for a given target 
population was computed within school type for the three School Component 
student samples. Within a given distribution , weights larger than a chosen 
value were set to this value and the weight sum preserved by smoothing the 
excess proportionally over the nontruncated weights. In general, the triinca- 
tion, point was chosen as some high percentile (p-g-, 95, -99) of the distrlSHi- 
■tion of squared weights. Equivalently , one could havp choos^n the truncation ' 
point ^s some multiple of the variance cor#tribution associated with a self- 
weighting tJesign Vi'S.^, I.^ > c[n^^l Subjectively, values of c in excess 
of .10 are rare but the final choice would ultimately depend on the dispersion 
exhibited in the squared weight distribution. The, requi rement to account for 
the trun'cated portion of raw weights is associated with the stated need to 
estimat^e population totals. Specifically, the sum of sampling weights provides 
"an unbiased estimate of the numl^r of target population members associated 
with a given distribution and the integrity of, this property is preserved^ 
uil^er the proposed smoothing operator. The next section documents the appli- 
cation of this methodology to each of the .student samples in %urn. 
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« E. Application of Weight Turncation and Smoothing HethodoloCT to Student 

Samples ■ ^ 

^ , ' Weight truncation and smoothing was applied to t>he SchooL Component 
student s^EQple .(by school type) and Independently to the Facility Component 
student sample. In 'addition, the unequal weighting design effect was computed 
for the two remaining longitudinal student samples. Each application will be 
discussed in turn, 

1 . School Component Student Sample ' * 

Weight truncation and smoothing were carried out , by school type , 
' for thi^ component. Each will be addressed in turn, 
a. Rej^ular School Component 

The Regular School Component was ultimately supported by 
n ^ 2125 responding students. At the outset^ the empirical distribution of 
adjusted squared weights was computed and summarized in Table B>10, Nota- 
tionally 

number of weights for which 

2 
w . 



n 2 " n 
i=l ^ 



and 



D = n 
c c 



I w. . 

i=i 



n-n 



Ci) 



> "(1) IV) - ■■• -%) 



= design effect that is realized by censoring the largest ■ 

(^1 ' observations from "the distribution. / 

The decision was made to truncate the squared weight distribution at the 99.58 
percentile (equivalently , ^^**-(pax " Specifically ^ 



max 



max 



I w. 



V = 5130 
max 



(Note: The average weight was about 1275). 
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Table B.IO 

EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS 
FOR REGULAR SCHOOL COMPONENT STUDENT SAMPLE 



c 


a 

c 


2 a/ ' 

. Upper Percentile of {w^}- 


D 

c 




0.0 


2125 ■ • 


0 




0.2 


1A08 # 


33. 7A 


1.1967 


1.0 


.587 


72.38 


1.26A17 


2.0 


259 . 


87.81 


1.3303 


A.O 


120 


9A.35 


1.AU9 


6.0 


55 


97. Al 


1.A831A 


8.2 


' 30 


98.59 


1.5282 


.8. A 


15 ■ 


99.29 


1.5581 


8.6 


10 


99.53 


1^5676 


10.2 


10 


99.53 


1.5676 


10.3 


' 5- 


99.76 


1.5809 


19.2 


5 


99.76 


1.-5809 ' 


19.3 


0 ■' 


100.00 


1.6165 


a/ Upper 


percentile of distributipu of squared weights, {w.} = 


n 

: 100 - — 

a 



= percentage of squared weights no larger than 



1 w. 
i=l ' 
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From Table B.IO, 10 observations were set to this triEncated valtEe.^ Tt^- is^, 



X I w, if w, < 5130 



I 



( 5130 if w.,> 5130 . ^ 

, ■ ' ( 

To preserve the sum of origiifal weights, nootruncated weights^were prpportion-> 
ally inflated. Specifically, the sampling weight adjusted for botii nonreaponst 
and unequal weighting, w , was taken as , ^ 



w , 
I 



■1.00386 w, , w. = ur 
I ' I I 

5130 , otherwise. 



b. Special School Component ' 

The Special S^ool Component was ultimately supporte^l ^jr^572 
responding students . As In the case of the Regular School Component , the * 
first step 'taken was the computation of the distribution of adjusted squared 
weights—Table B.U provides the details. 

Table B.ll 

EMPIRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS 
FOR SPECIAL SCHOOL COMPOtlENT STUDENT SAMPLE 



2 

n ' Upper Percentile of {w,} ^ D 

c ^ I V c 



? : ^ — : 

a.a 532 ■ 0 . 

0.2 337 . 36.65 I. 1815 

l.O IA4 * 72.93 * 1, 257*6 

^2.0 88 83. A6 ^ 1-3085 

.0 AO 92. A8 ' . 1.4267 



8 • 16 96,99 ' 1.4859 

4.0- .8 98.50 1.5014 

15.6 . 8 . . 98.50 . 1.^014 

15.8 0 100.00 * 1.6962 / 



^ These 10. stutjents were associated with 2'sample schools (5 at each) where^ 
district-level iiiforiMtion -grossly underestimated the number of enrolled 
handicapped students ^t, the realized sample schools. 
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The decision .was, raad%^ to ^ truncate the^qu^i^ed weight distribution at the \^ 
9S-5Cr per^centile (^uivalently, at ^^^^ - 4) - >" Specif ifcally ^ ' ' ' *- 

^ ^ ^ / . 



max 



532 



max 



CWte>> Ae, average .weight was^ about 211), ' ' 
Trom^abl^^ B. ll , 8 obseryat^as were set to this^truiicated value . That is, 



-w- — f-\y ■ 

:w, ' < 



i^^ w <^™S50— > 
if w, > 550 - 



^O' p^eserv$ the sum of prigiaal ^weights , weights were linearly adjUste^- 



Specifically*, the'^ampling weight ^djasted fo^both aon^ej^nse and unequal 



welght^Qg^ w ^ was taken ds 



■•■V-" 



550 



TL ^ 



w, ' 

otherwise . 



/c - Commeats on Dlaijna'Ce Sj^hoV).l 'Component"^ &tAident Weights 
, ' 7^' ' ^ '. ~ 

, . - ^ Sample ^eTsiga efforts for ,tbe Schoolo^Comp^ftene of. the lEP 

jRirvey were plagiied.- from the be^inniag^ by the lacR of a detailed profile of 

/the handicapped (VD^puI^tiop at the district level. Despite 'this, design «^^cts 

associated w^th iinetmal" wpightiag were held below 1,6 fo'r^he School Compoafent ^ 

■ ^ a very' ^c<;ep table *level for^a 'national .^rvey- Undoubtedly, had time and 

* ; , ' . ' ' > - ^ 

money ^tX<C>wed^ dynamic, alXod^tjton at the ultimate ^tud^nt s*ample based on y 

studefit fxame couat^ woul^ hav6 dramatically improved the ^situation. * Indeed,^. , 

*^ould a future surj^^y of, ^ ^fmUfar^natiJre ^be carried out.^ updating of the 

«i;j^ jneasuM ,ahd reaJ.lotatio'n ^of assbcia^ed sample size at each stage ^of 
' \ 1 . ' ' . , . . ^ ■ . ^ . / 

sampling '^oiiLd allpw^ a design effect, o]^' 1^2*,^or better to be realized-' ' 



■* The'^e students were all associated' wi^h a. Single facility 
far ^orfe students ithan were, i^egorted" <iuring^sta^e contacts'. 
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wffich 



enroll 



1^ 



• , 2 . Level 1 Loagitudipal Sfcudeot Saftiple 

Jhe Leyel ' 1 LoDgitudiaal Component was jiltimately si^pported by 
t*espoTadin^ students (675 regular/ 121 special). iThe effetfT of unequal ^eightr 
ing, . by school typ^, is solarized in Tables .B,J^ and B,13 respectively^'. The 
L^Vel 1 adjusted weights made use of the Scboql Component sl:udent weights' that 
had been* adjusted for' nonresponse .unequal weighting . With this in mind, a' 
decision was in4idp n6t to' further adjust these wefghts pj^ior t9 analysis. 
* * 3 < ^ Level 2 Longitudinal Student Sample ' ^ ^ ^ 

The Level 2 Longitudinal Component was ultimately^ supported by 50 

* r.esponding' students ^4^" a^^ regular schools *and 8 at special schools^',. Th^e . 

effect 'of unequal weighting, by school type, is suinmari^ed in Tables Bil4 and 

' - , , ~ ^ ^ ' ^ ^ 

B,l5, respectively. The LeVel 2, adjusted weights m^de usej of the Level V 
/ . — . / * - ? ^ ^ ' 

Longitudinal Co^pponent student weights (arid hence the Schp'ol Component studeqt 

^ weights). As sucfi, some unequal weighting adjustment has already been to 

the student weight/ for this component. la-iaddition , analysis of Level 2 data 

will primarrbly be descriptive Snd based soleLy. on raw- data (i^^** sampling 

wei'g^^ se^tb 1). With this in mind^ a decision was made not to *furthjer 

idjust these* weights prior to analysis. ^ , ' : 

/ H. Facl^G-ty Component Student Sample 

* The Facility Component was ultimately sup^o,rted by 550 responding 

" % ' * ^ ^ ^ ^ •* ' ' ^ ■ ' ^ 

^ studerft? * * At ' th^ outset ^ th^* *enSpirical dis^ributioct^of adjusted^ sq^lal;ed 
wed*ghts "TSfas coiuDufted a^d sxunmarized In^able B,16. ' ' , ' — " 

^^^he' decision, Was' made, to truncate^ the squared weight distribution at the 



^98.55 percentile (or ,e<iuivalently> at C 



max 



6) . Speci f ically , 



/nax ^ 
2 • 



,max 
550 



max 



* 



(Note : ^he 'averag^^ weight- was' about 339^ . ^ 
From Table B,r6^ 8 students were s^t^to'this truncated value. ^ Thai iSj 

p w,. 4, ' if w^ 5 /^374; , , ; ' 



1374 V ^ otherwise * 



\ 



/ 



V 



^ > 



^ These 8.stu<leQts were all associated with d' single facility whe^re. estimated 
handicapped population #as conservative by a factor of . ^ 
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■lable B.12 

EMHRICAL DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS 
j^OR LEVEi I STUDENT SAM^E IN REGULAR SCHOOLS 





c ■ 




Uppfer 


2 

Percentile of {W^} 






(^■ . 


675 . 




' 0 - ; 


* 








41.63 


~' 1.191-55 


I 


157 




• 76.7A 


- ' I. 3042 J 


2 „ 


76 ■ 




88.74 . 


1.39614 


A 


35 




94.81- • 


.1.46714 . ' 


6 


■ ■ 23 " 




96.59 


''^l. 5433 1 > 


■ 8^ 


19 




S7.19 


1.57516 


9 






97.78 ■ t 


■I. '61469 


10 






98.37 


1-65996 


11 






■'.98.67 ' 


;-68353 • 


n' 






" 98.96' 


1-71)899. 




5 


V- 


99.26 . 


■ ^i;740l7 






\ 


. . ^9 .'26 


I. -74017 ; 


15' 


; 5* . 




- 9-9.26 


' 1-74017 . 


16 


I 




99.85 


l-7932i • 


17 






400.00 


i.Sioas - 


J 
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E^IPIRIffAl DISTRIBUTION OF ADJUSTED SQUARED WEIGHTS 
FOR LEVEL I STUDENT, SAMPI& IN SPECIAl SCHSJOLS 




Upper Percenti'le of {W^} 



2 
'3 
4 
■5 
6 
7 



. 121 

79 
32' 
■ 20 
'V4' 
8 
4 
1- 
*0 



34.71 
73*55 
83-47 
88:43 
93-39 

''96.69 
98.35 

100.00 



6 



. . Table B.IA^ , . , 

I EMPIRICAL iSlSTRlBUTION OF ADJ|J§TEb SQUARED V^EIGHTS " 
TOR LEVEL 2 STUDENT SAMPLE IN REGULAR SCHOOLS ^ 



Upper Peccenti^e^of (W?) 



0. 


A2 


.2 


2A 


.7 ' 


^12 


1 


7 


3.5'3' ' 


• > A 


5.39 ^ 


' 1 


13 


1 


u- 





,A2.*86 -1 ■ , . .\ 1.25^ 

. , 7K.A3 ' ^ / K3$8 

83.33, • ' • 1.^380 

" - r5^'^8- ' r.532 

• ' , 195.2A ■ ^ 1.699 

. J '^'97;.-62 - 1-.699 

100.00 . , * 1.95A 



r 



4« 



Table B.15 



EMPIRICAL i)ISTRIBliTION' OF MJlfSTED SQUARE^) WEIGHTS . 
FOR LEVEL 2 STUDENT SAMPlE IN 'SPEC ;AIp SCHOOLS - ■ 



. ' Upper PercenUle of {Wj ^ 

.031 1 . .. -.12.50, - , ^ 1- 

.07A' , 2 . - . '2^M . ■ ' i.0A7 

.083-. . .r3 , . . 3^0 t 1.042 

-.160 ■• A ■ ' " - '50.00 • i \ \ 1.D80- 

,.200'/ . ■ 5 . • ' ■* ' ^ 62. 50-, ■ ~ 1.092 

■i;A50 ' .■ 6 . ■ . ■. 75.00 . • '1.545, 

2V306 ' , ' 7 ' . ' * ' ''87.50 , f ^ 1.627 



3.699 8 , . . lOO.QO. ' * ^ 1.652 



1- » 



^ Table B.16. 

EMPlTRICAE-DIslRIBUTioH OF ADiuSTED SQUAitED WEIGHTS 

- FOR Facility coHPONEhjr student. sample 



c 



^ upper Percentile of {Vf?} 



-0 
.2 
1 
2 

,3 

5 

6 

7 
22 
23 



550 
188 
120 
%8 

6 
24 
16 
'8 
8' 



' .Q.OO 
65,82 
78.18 
84.00 
83.82 

-^5 . 64 
97.09 
98.55 
.98.55 
98.55 
100.00 



1.32561 
1 . 64037 
02414 
2012 
26 K3 . ■ 
27859 
30662 
30662 
2,36662 
2.. 74894 >. 



1q preserve bhe integrity of the sum of original weights , nontruacated weights 
were j>roportionally,* inflated . Specifically, * 



'Ws . = < 



1.06601 w, 
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if w. < 1374 
1 " 

otherwise 



VII.. COMPUTATION OF STANDARD ERRORS 



A. 'Overview + " ' " , 

The stratified multistage sample^ design for the School Cqmponent of the 

' * ' *c " ' * ' ^ 

lEP Survey involves replication for. the purposes of *computing estimal^e&> of 

tho^sampling error for linear statistics. For the Facility Component, hbwever, 

a decision made to ma^ximize stratification coi^rol for, the relatively 

small sample^K facilities by- selecting one facility per first stage stratuin. 

It) Eefle<rc nhis , sampling prfor estimates for. totals (or more gw^rally, 

linear^ statisti<jsj were developed based on psetrda-replicatiQn procedures'^^ 

Sampling^ lecbniqugs . New York: John^ Wiley and Sons^ 



^ Cotfhran, W, G. 
pp. 141-144, 1963. 



For both coniponents*(i . e. , School, (including the two lop'^ittidinal. compo4ients,>- 
and Facility) sampling error estimates of* nonlinear statistics iere based on^ 
Taylor sei^ies methods. " Specific details are presented in- tfie following, 
subsections . .i , - * ' ' ^ ' . 

''B , > General Theory ' ; . ^ , 

1 * Sanrtrting Error Estimation for Estimated Totals under Ret^fccation 
^ It is convenient to rewrite the estimated total for ^ particular, 

characteristic of a reporting group a-s * >^ 



r 



4> « 



H 

= I 



"h Y.. X.. 



h=l' j=l 
H V* 
' b=l 



71 



The sampling variability is then* given by 



h=l 



^ince all covariance terms vanish under independent ^ampliag in each stratum. 

The problem thus reduces' to est:i.matihg the variance of an estimate stratum 

* " * ' ■ * ' . 

t-otal. fi the n. units' were, taken with replacement^ it is more appropriate to 

view each stratum estimate" as xfie average of its n^^ independent estimated -of 

the. stratum total, that" i,s;^ as , ' \ 



h^ Y, . X, . 

I ^ - 

Pv 



I g"h-1 



n* 



f % 



where 



p*^ , s-ingle draw inclusion 



>n ?i||f> 



ability of unit-hj.^ *^^ftj' " %^hj'*' 



r 



' ' Woodruff » R. S, , ^j^imple ?fethod for Approximating V^riatfc^ of a Compli- 
cated Estimate ! ' JA$A rVol^66 >■ Hot pp. .June 1971, * , ^ 



39 



■'v.' l^"'" 



Having d^ne so, it is eafeily shown^ that 



1 



Pv 



is an unbiased estimate of VairC 

: ^ ^ ' g h+ ' 

,That is, , * , ' * 

. \^arC Y^) =' 2 . Var( Y^^) 



h=l 



g h+' 



is an unbiased 'estimate bf Varf Y^^ ) 
... _ . ^g ++ 

t 

Similarly, 



-I 2 



gV 



'whe 



Coy( y^:., x,^) =' 



2 



Pi. 



- 



g h+ 



/ prowidaSran' unbiased estimate of Cov( Y^^^, X, ^) - That is, the overall* 
/ / ( g n+ g n+ . 

i c<W3riance- term is estimated without bias by . / . * 

\ T : - ' 



1 ■ 




as 



2 ^ Saoipling Error Estimation for E^tiniated \Means under^^epl ication 

^To Action II," the general fonn for an estimated/nean was written 

:■.. ..(■ ■ ■ ^ 




^ (Raj, De^^, S^X-ing Theory . x^cGraw-Hi 1 1/* 1968 , pp. 120-121 



Iq light of the bias ia^this estimator, it is more appropriate to deal with 
^ the^raeaa squared error (MSE) ia lieu of* the variance. That is, 

This parameter is geaerally estimated usiag the first-order Tay,lor liaearized 

form of the statistic (i.e., tirst-order Taylor expao'feioD of estimator evaluated 

at true parameter value), fJ^, which caa be writtea as ' 

g I ^ 



g ++ 



That' is," 



which, on expandirfg aod'' taitiog the 'requireQ_^xpectation is easily seen to 



(g ++)' 



Ir 



Estimation procedures /or each contpola^n^ 
leaviag 



l^S^ already be$ja desci^ed^ 




lb compute thx^ est-imate of precision, define th^ characteristic 

ajb fixed 



Then 



g 



2^Ca,b) = £ 2 
li=l j = l 




/ 



K 



Furthermore, 



.1 1 



^as an uii]>ia^ed estimator given by 
,^ - VarC_Z_j_^(a,b)J = -2 — 



hPl ^^V^^ j = 




This Expression, *^^altX3'ted at 



TVis easily s^own to yield 



2 



Z,,Ca,b! X, , 



T^s provides 4 jdirect w^y.of computing the esxioj^ted v^arieftce of a sample 
^ I pean. ' ^early^} ho^ever^ interest Aes in the ^oint estiotates , since 




with pnelfi&tlity V, 
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3, Sampliag Error Estimates for Contrasts under Replication ^ 

In addition to simple totals and means, Interest lies In two types 

of contrasts: * , - 

a) The difference between two characteristics m^sured on ^ the same 
analysis unit for a %lven reporting group/ (Type J contl^st) 
V- b) The difference betweert two reporting groups of a given population 'on 
a given chanacteristic. (Type II contrast) 
either case, the "difference" .could be expressed in terms of totals or 
means. Specifically, the need exists for estimating, for type I contrasts, 



or 



H3E(^P,.-.^P„) ,. 
and, for type II contrasts^ 



or 



By :q^defLalng tlie characteristic of inQere^t^ these measured of precision are 
expressible' in terms of existing notation. Specifically, for a type I contrast, 
define < ' , 



g hj , hj' hj g Tij 



and note that 



S 



h=l j=l . hj 
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V 



and 



- „- . _ ^. 



As such, 



and 

MSE( D,) ='!isE( P- D^) 



Similarly, for type II contrasts on tqta-ls , define 



and note .that . ' « ^ 



2. = I I 



H \ 8i-82^h^ 



«1 " «2 h=l j=l 



Y - Y 
81 ++ %2 



As such 



J ■ 



For 'type II' coiitrasts^ of meanS} however^ more care is needed^ In particular^ 



precision j,s approximarted by fhe variance of the Taylor linearized statistic 
of the difference between the ^neans af two reporting groups on some charac- 
teristic of interest* That^is 



^^^^8/y-8/y^=^-(8A-8/v) 



B.4A 



where 



My - g,MY)= g/y ■ g/y , 



^2 * . ® 



Moreover, 



Approximating the variance of these Taylor linearized means has been shown ^ 

previously , /^o exp ress the co variance in terms of variances , however, re- 

quires rauch effort. Specifically, by direct expansion 
► *. t - 



covc„ y*..„'y.j - . Mv covc^ y_,„ x^^) 



1 



V 



h ^. ^2^ g %t g 



^ These covariance terms can be individually obtained in the following circuitous 
fashion: * * . . 

For the first covariance^ define 



and note* that 



H % 



h=l j = l "^j 
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Then 



S9 that • 



•C6v( Y^, Y^) = li{Var(Z^^) - VarC Y^^) - Var( Y^^)} 



«1 ^ «2 



Moreover, the form of t^a unbiased estiD&ator of eacb component term has ^ 
alr^dy been described^ yielding tfee- obvious, unbiased estimator of the re* 
quired covarxance term. Defining an approprla*te <;^iaracterisJtic on each 
analysis unit will similarly yield the remaining covariances. Specifically/ 



^hj = ^bj g^^j ^ g^hv 



(for the second covariance tenn)^ 
(for the third covariance term), 



an<f 



hj hj g^ hj 



(for the last covariance term) 



To compute this estimate of precision Ci.e,^ for a type II coatra^st betwe^ 
two means) ^ define the characteristic 



z^.(.,b,c.d) = (i-CY,. ^a-^^X^.)).i-i- (Y^^ 



and heace the parameter 



H '\ 

<Z;- (a^b.c.d) =^ Z 1 2 (a^,c,d)„ 



/.9 
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This parameter has (^biased estimator given by 



H h z..Ca,b,c,d) 



2^Ca,b,c,d) -II 



h=l j=l "hj 



— ( Y 



g, ++ d, 'g„, ++ %. ++' 



Moreover, 



' if- 



VarC2^^Ca,b,c',d)) = Var{-^ Y^^ - a ^ X^)} + VaF 



g 




1 



^ §2 • «2 



V has uablased estimator given by j . 



Var(2^^Cavb.c,d)) = Z 

h=i D la 



h 

I 
j = l 



whe re 



h ■ z. .(a,b,c,d) • 



2. .(a,.b,e,d) = 1 



Finally, it is easily shown that; 
1- tCl^oosing. * * # 



8i Y ' 



b = X 



gl 



yieLds 



d. = X, 



2. Evaluating 

■ ' Var(.Z^^(a,b,c,d)). 



at 



^1 ^2 



yields the approximate variance of the type II contrast of means^, i.e., 

This estimat^ is not unbiased* , - 

3* No interest exists iif the point estima-te giving rise to 'the variance 
approximation since ' 

' AAA 

Z++Cg"^pY'g^X^+'g^MY.g^3i^) = 0 . "ith probability 1. 

The estimate serves merely as a convenient mechanism 'for 
approximating the variance of an estimate that is of 
interest (i.e^, estimated type II contrast' in means). 

A, Role 'of Pseudoreplication 

The pre^ous theory requires th^t every first-stage stratum be 
allocated at lea^l^two sample members Ci)e., n^^ > 2 for all h). - For the most" 
part, however this^ -condition is not met in the .Facility Cor^onent design. 
Rather^ fir^-stage units were p3i,red (collapsed), and the variance of linear 
statistics approximated by summing the squared estimated PSU differences , over 
ttfe collapsed strata* ^ 

Notationally, tSt T be a linear function of p population parameters (each 
of which having a correspondi;ig stratum parameter) ri^say - " 

■ ■ Hp • . /.U 



.H 

° h=l ^* 



Then the linear statistic estimating this parameter would be 



with 



■• - H 

Var(T) = Z 'Vard^^^) 
h=l 



^his variat^e. would be approximated by 



' - H/2 - . . 

Var(T) = Z. (T, - T, ' . * ' 

Ji=l *1+ ~*2+. ' , 

H/2 p ^ , - ? - * ■ "^-^--^ 

. * £=1- k^i r^r 2*^ 

* th'' 
where T^^ ^ ,and Tj^^ estimates for totals on the k parameter of the 

two strata forming the £th pair. Then: ' ^ •. ' 



■H/2 
E(VarCT)) = Z E 



^k ft^i^k - - (%k ■ * ^h^k \k^^ 



Upon*^expanding and collecting terms, 



H/2 p 2 I 



E(Var(T)) = Var(T) + Z Z a. (T. . - T: .) 

£=1 k=l *^ *r *2*^ , • . 

That is, the method of pseudoreplication provides a conservative estimate o£ 
the true variance* By collapsing strata which ar^e '^similar*' with' respect to 
the parameter of'interest, however, this positive bias should not provei^ 
excessive. . ' ' 

The method of suihming squared differences across the pseudostrata is 
equivalent to assuming that each member o£ the p^ir in a given psneudo&tratiun 
was selected with replacement after collapsing* two strata of equal size, ^ 



19A 



Collapsing strata o^f equal size is suf flc lent t6 ensure ^ti^atT the inclusion 

probabilj^ties are the same for a unit in its original or its collapsed stratum- 

For completeness^ the positive bias term for a tota^, linearized meaa, 

and type I and |I contrasts on totals and means, will be specified. In eV'ery 

» ♦ 

case^ this bias reflects'the impact ot pseudoreplication and doeS not address 
the use of' estimated coefficients ia the litiear functions (which is not asso- 
ciated ^with a lack ^of replication in the sample design) -s Similar results 
would hold for collapsing more -than two strata and/or allowing each comppnent 
stratum to contribute more. than one replicate. . 

Case I : Simple Total ^ " ■ - * 

Here, an example would be ^ , , 



T = Y 
" 8 ++ 



h=l S 



Iq this case, 



and 



H 



h=l s 



H/2 

Var(T) = Z ( Y 



•That is, p = J and a., = l: 

Such' an estimator of precision has bias, given by 



H/2 

1 
Z=l 



Case II : Type I^contrast on totals - ^ 
' ^ Here^ an example would be the estimation of- 

' ' ^ T - Y^, ^ fii^ 



B.50 



by 



. H . 



la this case 



H/2 r 

Var(T) = 1 



T 2. 



which exhibits positive bias given by 

H/2," 
= X 

£=x I « *r * *2 




1 2 



That is, 



Case IV: Linearized Mean^^ 



H«r&^ an exaiople would b^the estimat>^a .of 



by 



= g^ ■ ' 



In the case of ^ rati6 estimate, we chooie to *est{tna"te precision'bas^S on the 
Taylor linearization of the statistic. Specifically,' 



where. 



. gV 



++ 



h=l , g 



with . ' ^ ^ y * + 

« 

llie Use of pseudorepIicatioQ to estimate second order terms (i.e.^ variances 
and covariances) introduces a positive bias given by 



B = 



1 



H/2 



fx 



g^Y ^+ g »2 
Iq this case, the variance would be estimated by 



Var(M„) = I ^ 
* £=1 ^ 



■^g\+ ■ g^'y gV+ 



3 



g^- 



g ++ 



That is, p = 2, a. - 1, - - Mv 3Dd *tlie coefficients are repla^^jJ'by their 
associated estimaVes* ' 

ft 



Case V : Type I Contrasts on Means ' 

Here^ an e^cafmple would be the estimation of 



'*by 



In the case of ratio estimates, prefision is estima^ted on the Taylor linearized 



form of the statisti^ That, is, 



ffSECT) SjVar(T) 



~ Var 



g ++ . 



J 4 
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That/is, ^ linear function with'p!= 3, a^' = 1, a^ - -1, a^ = i^ii^ - gHy^ ■ \ 
As such, . pseudoreplication introduces a positive bias given by 



H/2 



B = 



The variance would'be approximated using estimates of the appropriate coefficients 
in the Tayloi: linearization. Specif ically » 

Cage VI : Type II Contracts on Means 

Here aa e>;ainple would be the estimation of 



by 



Once^agai^ precision is estimated for the Taylor lineari^^d form of the 
statistic* .In this'ca$e> " . ^\ ^ , . , 



MSE(T) Var(f) / 



= Var 



•^g/v-^ 



++. gj ++ g^ 



g 



'1 



g ++ 

1 - 



" '-^g ''y^'* ^ — — 



Mv ) 



g^- 

2 



X Var, ^ 
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g ++ ^ ++ 



i98 I: 



g ^++ g ^++ ^2 

2 2" 



That is, a linear function with p = 4 and 



^2 = ■■ Si'v'si"" 



\ 



'3 = - 



As §uch;, pseudore^ication introduces a positive blafs given by 



H/2 
B = 2 
2=1 



. 1 



X.. ^g,^A,+ " gjV^t^ 



1 



2 2 



This variance would be approximated using unbiased estimates of the appropriate 
coefficients in the Taylor linearization. Specifically;^ ) 



VarCT) = 



H/2 
2=1 



8 



81 



'1 ~i 



1 2 



1 



1 



%2 



g/Y . . . 

x;. Vv"s2V^'t:'^'2V: S2V 



2 



'.if 



5* Additional Feature of Estimating Error: by PSU Differences \ >:r*^*-' 
Estimating error by PSU differences provides a partial accquVting* 

* ^ * \ s ■ f ^ 5 

for measurement error. Specifically, measurement errors are generally yt'aljen 
t?o be additive and with zero mean. When the measurement ercofs '^re"- uncprre- 
lated betwe^ PSU's, PSU differences will reflect both* the' satqpling a^tt - 
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measurement error processes. For example ^ measurement errors are only 
correlated within a FSU (suts^h'^as when measurement erroirs are solely due t^ 
interviewer^ and , a given field person is assigned to no m<^e than one PS\}) 
then FSU differences will again reflect both sources <of error. Measurement 
errors due to data processing ^ however ^ are unlikely to be confined to a 
single FSU or to have had any randomization of staff to a FSU etc. .^t the 
very minimum, however, squared FSU differences provide at least, a partial 
a<!,countLng for the measurement errors that, are bound to be contained in the 
ultimate data files. 



C- Application of Error Approximation Methodology 

Operationaliza^tioo of error approximation methodology will be separately 
applied to the School Component (Inducting both longitudinal components) and 
Facility CoEoponettt in turn. 

1. School Component 

The School Component was supported lyy 232 sample FSUs' (i.e., dis- 
tricts^), jIn all, the first-stage frame contained' 118 strata, HA of which 
received an allocation of two sample districts perstratum (the" remaining four 
were self- rep res enters ^ and thus constituted individual strata having an 
allocation of one district each). Details were provided in Appendix A, 
Table A . 11 . During the data collection phase of the study, 22 districts, 
refused to respond and 2 districts were found to be ineligible (see Appendix A, 
Table A«17)., These nonrespondents/ineligibles forced additional firsfstage 
strata (i.e., above and beyond th^ A self-representers) to be represente<^ by 
a single responding FSU. Frior to analyzing data supporting this component, 
the following action was taken; 

a) Four self-representers were pairwise collapsed into two pseudostrata 
- each containing two' sacople members. ^ ^ * 

b) Two strata each containing one ineligible and orife respondent were 
' collapsed to fo^ one strata -(Ineligibles then deleted). y 

c) Strata Containing nonrespondents were collapsed (where neces&ary) to 
form strata having a miairaum of two respondents per error stratum " 
(nonrespondents were then deleted). ^ 

In all, 97 first-stage error strata were formed (lA having 3 sample members 
and 83 having 2 sample members^ 3 original strata consisted entirely o£ non- 
respondents) . To collapse original first-stage sampling strata exhibiting 



nonresponse, an attempt was di^de to minimize the extent t^ which pseudorepli* 
cation overstates the variability associated with a given estimate, of location, 
specif ically^ scrutiay of the expressions ^for the magnitude of the positive 
bias associated with the precision of study estimates suggested that thfe pair 
should be "similar" with respect'to key characteristic totals/meanS , To tliis- 
end, strata were collapsed ' according to the ordered first-stage, frame^ It 
should be recalled that first-'stage strata all contain approximately the same 
estimated ntimber of handicapped students (more precisely, equal , total size 
measure): The treatment afforded sample ineligibles in (b) does not properly 
deflate precision estidiates to account for the frames inef f iaienciy. To do 
this, one must cros^ reporting groups with an eligibility domain!. Such an 
approach recognizes that frame inefficiency represents an extremely small 
source of variability in the present study and that some gains ip computa- 
tional simplicity are possible lender the chosen action, Furthenno,re , sources 

; i 

of Variability must be viewed in relative terms^-nonresponse adjustments and 
measurement error both impact on overall true variability but for the most 
part, are rarely given expression. 

Finally, it sbould be noted that nonrespdhse and ineligibility at subse** 
quent stages of sampling (specifically, schools and then student^) did not 
result in voiding a replicate (4*^-$ respondiag district) in any error stratum^ 
of analysis units. As such,/these error strata and replicates allowed preci- 
sion to be approximated for School Component student- level parameter estimates 
as well a& district and school questionnaires. 

2. Level One Longitudinal Component * . | 

The Level 1 Component was supported by a subsample of the resp&nding 

stMdents supporting the main School Component at each school. As such, in the 

\ \ 

abseac'e of nonresponse an0/or ineligibility am5ng Level 1 sample stt^deots 
resulting, in the voiding o£ *a given replicate (i.e., responding district') of - 
^analysis units (here, students), the error structure (i-e., strata an4 ripli** 
cates) of the previous section suffice for carrying out Level 1 student analyses 
At analysis time, only 186 replicates (i- e.', districts) were repr'esented .in 
the level 1 student respondents^ , Of the^ remaining A6 districts, 22 refuse^ to 
participate in the lEP Study, 2 were ruled ineligible for the School Component >, 
Study, and 22 districts did not have any Level Teligibles associated wiph|the 

School Component student sample, A total of 828 L'fevel 1 students* were selected 

\ 1 

in these districts with 796 responding .Students, 11 ineligible students^, and 



21 nonresponding ^students respectively. Student nonresponse did not void any 
district of Level 1 respondents but ineligibility caused two districts t9 
suffer this fate*^ Jn all then, the original 232 replicates of the' 118 
strata involved in the School Component (4 self-Mjtresenters and' ll4 strata . 
having two districts ^ er ^stratum) were reduced to 186 responding replicates, 
24 ineligibile replicates, and 22 nonrespondiog replicates distributed across 
strata. accord;ing to Table B,17, 
~ For the purposes of error estimation, strata. types 5 and 7 can be ignored 

(since they do not provide a positive contribution to the error variance 
' estimate)/ All remaining strata types with the exception of types 2 and 4 t 
require col].apsing of some sort in order' to iropute the proposed PSU-dif ference , 
estimat^ of variance. For the purposes of the Level 1 Component, -,self-repre- 
senters X^^e ' I strata type 1) were pairwise collapsed whereas remaining strata 
were pairwise collapsed (where necessary) according to the ordering of the 
School Component frame. In all, 98 error strata were so formed. 

^0 analyzing Level 1 student data, reporting groups must^be crossed with 
an indicato'r of \ eli^bility (1 ^ ineligible, 2 = eligible) in 6rder- that 
estimated precision can reflect frime Inefficiencies in selecting the Level 1 
student sampXe , ' 

3. / Level Two Longitudinal Component 
^ , The Level 2 Component was supported by a subsarople of the responding 

students supporting the Level 1 Longitudinal Component. Specifically, a 
subsample ^f districts was selected and any responding Level 1 student that 
was **first selected** vas taken witdlu^certainty to support the Level 2 component. 
Moreover, the Level 2 subsample of districts was taken by collapsing original 
district strata and independently selecting one School Component sample district 
at random from each so-defined collapsed stratum. As such^. Level 2 strata are 
well-^def ined, and can be pairwise collapsed according to the ordering^ of the 
original frame for the purposes of approximating precision via ^^^^udprepi|.ca- 
tion. From the outset, however, the intention wa;s to carry out only unweighted 
analyses of Level 2 data. 



J 



4 . N ^acility Coinpongat 

The Facility Conibonent was supported by a two stage sample design 
with facilities at' the firsVstage and students at the second stage.- At the 



A. 



^ ihis fact is already refle^ed in the number of Level 1 districts repre- 
sented on the Level 1 student analysis file. 
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Table B.I7 



RESPONDING STATUS OF DISTRICTS SUPPORTING 
'"the. LEVEL *1 LONGITUDINAL COMPONENT 



1 3 


Compositioa of Strata 


Number of Strata 


Numbertof Districts 


Type of 
Strata 












R 


■ A 


4 


1, 


(R.R) ' ' 


74- ■ . ■ 


148 • , 


2 


' (R,R) 


• 16' 


' 32 


3 


(R.IN) ■ 


18 

r 


' 36 


. 4 . 


(R,R) 


3 


6 


5 

1 


(R.IN) 


- "\ 


0 




(IN, IN) 


3 " ■ 


6 


7 
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first-stage, a two ph^se selection procedure was, used to select. the supporting " 
sample^ Specifically, 155 facilities vere selected .at phase I of Stage I (51, 
437, 104 non*437) under maximum stratification (i.e* , one facility selected in 
each Phase I stratum). Of^these, 32 were deemed to" be ineligible (2 from 437 
frame} 30 non*437). At the second phase, the 49 eligible 437 facilities were 
selected with certainty, whereas Che 74 eligible first-phase non-437 facilities 
were post-stratified by time of selection and residential-handicapping condi** 
*tion aad a^subsample of 30 facilities selected as discussed in Velatioa to 
Table A.2jS ii^ Appendix A- .Upon completion of darta collectiofi activities^ ^4 
facilities were treated as nonrespondents (2 from 437 frame, 2 non-437) and, 
4 Qoa-437 second phase sample members were ultimately found to be ineligible .V'^^ 
Error stratification and replicates were defined separately for 437 versus 
noja-437 f irst-'stage sample facilities , and each will " be discussed iff turn* 



/ 



Two of these 4 ineligibles did serve handicapped students but did not 
hold lEPs on* these children* As such, they were respondents for analyzing 
facility questionnaires^ J^ut ineligible for the student analyses. 

\- . t 
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5* 437 Error ^ Str ati ^icatten " ■ /■ 

The 51 ptiase I 437 strata were- collapsed intfo 26 Phase I error 
strata (24 having 2 facilitjies per stt^^^uiQ and one having the remaining 3 
facilities) so as to preserve the impo^b. frame -ordering of strata. Two of 
these errc^r strata^ were ^ach found to be represented by a' single, responding 
facility^ Ci^e*} other sample facilityjw^s a nofirespond^nt tn each-case). In 
both caseS} the error strata were paired «with neighboring strita to fonn a 
total o£ 23 Phase I collapsed error strata. It should be noted that two of 
j^^these error strata Contained one responding ajjxl one ineligible sample facili- 
ty: Crossing of all desired reporting groups with an Indicator for eligiblity 
will, thus result in -accountiag for frame inefficiency (here, ineligible mem-^ 
bers)*in the estimation of precision using first*stage dif ferenc;es. 
b . Non*437 Error Stratification 

The sample of iion*437 facilities poses two main problems: 

1) Phase I nbn*437 strata were pooled in forming Phase II 
strata (more specifically,- Phase I post-strata).* 

2) Only eligibles were selecte'd in Phase II (i.e,, an attempt 
was made to purge ineligitTles ' from the Phase I frame) . 

To account for "these impegrfections , a decision vas oiade* to construc^t error 
stratum^ that reflect Phase I post-stratification and the subsequent selection 
of ^eligibles, and 'to supplement 4:he 3ample-in these error strata it^'ith a' repre- 
sentation of Phase I ineligibles. Specifically, a decision wa's made to supple 
ment the first-stage sample with 12 facilities ( - ^ x 30 ) that were deeme;d 

to be ineligible duTing Phase I screening. Moreover, 3 of these were randonfly 
selected from the 7 time period 1 irfeligibles, ^nd the Remaining 9 were 
similarily delected from the 23 time p^iod^2 ineJLigibles . The combined 
non-'437 sample of 93 'facilities Was then post-stratilied into 5 ^fcror , strata 
according to- Table B.18. . v ^lIM * 

c !' Sumniary of Fac*ilj.ty Component Error Stratif ic^^^^ g^ 

Consideration ^of 'first-stage sampling activities in support of 
the Fa^cility Component lead to the construction of 29 error strata (23 reflect 
ing 437 Sampling activities and 6 reflecting non^437 sampling activities) . 
Fortunately^ no student ineligibility .w^ ehcountered at the second stage of 
sampling} and student nonresponse did'ji^t result in any error stratum being 
represented by less than^^two replicates (here y facilities) oti the ^ student; 
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Analysis filep^ As such, these 29 error strata and 89^^ replicates allowed 
precision to ^e, approximated for Facility Questionnaires as well as student" 
level paramete^l^stimates. ' . ' 

The impos^^ method , of approximating the precision via pseudqreplication 
is not, guaraht^d of produciivg a conservative estimate of error, As such, 
some caution ^Ij^ld be exercised in^^ interpreting the estimated preci&ion. 
Proceeding in ^4c^ a fashion^o^s^liowever recognise the exploratory nature of 
th^ Facility .Component and*t&e priorityN>placed on preserving sample size 



inte^ity* ^ 



D. Software for- Computing Standard Errors f 

* Most estimates of preaision were obtained using the program STDERR^^ 
available in . the Statistical Analysis System^^ (SAS) library at RTI . This 
.routine forms .the appropriate, first-order point estima'tejaf tot-tls and means 
as well as their estimated precision using the first-order Taylor appxoxima-- 
tion^. of the deviation of estimates from the parameter of interest that was 
d^scribed^ in^great detail in subsection B- Type II contrasts on totals and 
all type'I conti?Vs*ts, were carried out by. defining an appropriate difference of 
characteristic vaLues^on each analysis unit. Precision of type II mean con- 
torts were' handled for the most part in the ad hoc manner Earlier described*. 
For dichotomous reporting groups variables » these latter contrasts wer^directly 
treated using SESUDAN,^^ and updated version of STDERR. Alternatively, RTI 
has, developed a companion SAS- compatible program to STDERR. called SURREGR^^ 
which computes sampling variances of regression coefficients. By inputing a 
simple cell (i.e*, reporting group) mean model (without intercept) , .SURREGR 



\^ Four other replicates were nonrespondents and hence were delected from the 
sample for student analyses , 16 ^ replicates represented ineligibles whereas 
analysis of Facility Questionnaires entailed only 14 ineligible "^replicates . 

Shah, B. V* STDERR: Standard Errors Program for Sample Survey Data , 
Research Triangle Park, Jlorth Carolina: Research triangle institute, 1976. 

SAS User's Guide, 1979, Edition. SAS Institute Inc., P.O. Box 10066, 
Raleigh, North Carolina, 27605. • , 

Shal?, B* V- ' SESUDAN: Standard Errors Program for Computing 'of Standardized 
^ Ra',tes from* Sample Survey Data > ^Research Triangle Park, North Carolina : 
Research Triangle Instititue, 1979. 

'^^ Hiolt, M- M. SURREGR: Standai^d Errors of R^firession Coefficients for 
Sample Survey Data ^ Research TriangAe Park, North Carolina: Research Triangle 
Institute, 1977, ' . ^ 

B,6D ^ 



, Table B.X8 ' 

, ERROR STRATIFICATION FOR N0(f-A37 SAMPLE FAcftlTlES 



ferro-r^^ lim^^ .Post-^^ 
Strata Period Strata 



Number of Non-A37 Sample Membe 



rs*- 



Eligibles Nod respondent Pl^ineligibles P2"iDeligibIes 
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1- 


2.3 


r 2 , • . 
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0 


1 


0 


25 


1 


A 


2 


0 


2 ■ 


0 


26 


• 2.3 


5.9 


3 


^ 
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1 
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27 


2. 


6 


7 


0 


• 3 


0 


?8 


2 ' 
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2^ 


0 


1 


1^/ 


29 


2 


8 




i- ■ 


4 


1 








2A 


2 


12 


A • ■ 



a/ * , 1 ^ 

- The tijn'e period 3 post-strata' sample member wa^ found to be ineligible. 

■ r * ' 

Two facilities (1 an each of error stratum 26 and 28) was a respondent for 
analysis of facility questionnaires (in Which cases, the number of eli^ibles 
will be 4 and 3 respectively) but ar^ ineligible for student-level analyse^, 

c/ 

- F<jr the purposes of|error estimation, a sample of 42 non-437 sample 
.facilities were select;ed. "^f these, X2 were augmented from known Phase I 
ineligibles (denoted Pl-ineligibles) and 4 were selected at Phase II and 
lafer found to be ineligible (deno'be^^ P2-ineligibles) . ' Of the remaining , 
26/Phase II sample members,. 2 refused to respond arid 24 provided support 
for the Facility Component student samplev 

Time pe*tiod and, post-strata were defined in Table A. 26, (Appendix A) . 
where the latter a^e identified by subsample number, ^ 



^rror strata numbers 1-23 were used for the 437 sample members, 

J 




will yield che same cell mean point estimates as STDERB except that it> wili' 
also output the estimated variance of each cell mean and th^ estimated covdri 
ance between these means. As such} the' variance of the type II contraists oq 
means can be computed manually in the obvious fashion. .For the most part>*'' 
this alternative approach was used ia making su<;h contrasts on lEP Survey 
data. 
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> lEP Evaluationr.Checklist 



3*? 



4r 



ERLC 




i > ^ . : ' rApe ivMUAym checklist 

Funi^ing Source I *■ 4 : V"3 . . ^ 



Rate: 



V 



1. ^1 llow.oiaQy pAges^ are iQ the.IEP? 



2. Which of tfie followiag apply to this iEpV ^ 

^ ' ' ^- . ' (Circle all tha^ apply) 

Is typed ^ - ^ ^ • , ^ ■ ■ ■ - - ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ ■ 1 

Is haadvritteQ but easy tb read^ . . .\ . . . f . . . ^ . 2 

Is haQdwrltteQ and difficult to read 3 

Ajnouot of space provided limits ntunber' of ariQual goals 4 

• ■ * 

AjDOUOt of spactf provided limits number of short'tena 

objectives ^. . • , 5" 

^ Total lEP consists of" separate lEPs from different teachers 

or service soutces ^ • , ' - 6, 

lEP consists of a ^^pianceinent" document and *an "impLemsntation" 
^l^ocument . ( . . . r* . T". . . . 7 



3. For which of^the following, does the IE? form navt a. specific heading 
CaO? tor whi^ch of the headings has infor^iation been entered (B)? 

^ . r Information 

Includes ' Has Been 
^ ^ Heading Entered 

Student* s 4ge or birthdate . , *. . . . I 1 ^ - 

StudetLt*s girade level * . . . 2- 2 

Student's sex ^ . . . 3 . . * . . 3 

Student's race 4 4 

Student's^primary language . , 5 . * * . . 5 

Present level 'of performance informaticn >.,.,.. ..6 ...... 6 

Assessment data to support- present level ^ ^ 

of i^erformance - - " :. 7 ..... 7 

Date of &e assessment of present level 

of performance ^ 3 3 

Nature of student's hamlicap 9 9 

■ • ' ; . - 

Studeat*^ strengths ., .-'^ i 10 . ^. - . . 10 

4 ■ 

Student's special-.interests . , T . . . . Il . : . * . LI 

Student's 3chool attemJance reco;:d " - . . 12 12 
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(continued) 



' ^ - InfoTtnatioiv 
Includes Ha s - Be^n ' 
Head in ^ Entered w \ 



< - 



P^lacement recommendation : : . l3 . < - ...13^ 

,»Services ("special'^ or "relied") to be provided . .14 
Rationale for placement or'seWices 
Persoxmel responsible for services 
D^te service is io begin . * . 



V 



.15 

.16 
,17 



Anticipated duration of service 18 . . 

ftecooMEended extent of "participation in regular 

program ^ 19 - - . 

. Physical education needs 20 . . . 



.14 

.16 
.17 
.18 

.19 

,20 



Dattf of preparation of lEP 21 

Participants* in the lEP process 22 



^ Signature of individuals whot.approved- the I£P 
\ Titles of individuals wh6 apptoVed the. lEP • . 



^Parental approval ......... 

Results of parental notification 



. .23 
. .24' 
.^.25 
. .26 



.21 
,22 
.23 
.24 
,25 
,26 



Aiinual goals 27 

Priority listing of annual go^ls ^ •.28' 

Short^-tenn objectives 29 

. Recommended in9^tructidnal materials, resources, 

strategies, or techniques 30 

Date shozt-tenn objectives met . . 31 



.28 
.29 



.30 

,31 



Proposed evaluation criteria ........ \: . . .32 32 

Proposed evaluation procedure ......... , , .33-. . . 



Proposed evaluation schedule '.' 34 



.33 
.34 



Proposed lEP review date*. ' .35 . 

Actual lEP review date 36"'l 



Result^^of IpP review . . 

Participants! in lEP review 
-A^ 



.37 
.38 



,35 
.36 
,37 
,38 



Odh 



er 



. .39 
.40 



,39 
,40 
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Which sQd how m%ny of ««ch cf th« foUcviQg w«r« p^rticipaots in the [£P 
process (A)? ' Which «Qd how atoy of each signed the lEP (B]? 



Participated 
iQ the 
Process 



B 

SigQed 
the 
lEP 



(Write in nunibers) 



^* Regular classroom teacher 

bi -Special education tetcher ' * . 

c. Physical education teachej 

d; Spetch'^er languas^ therapist 

e! Physical or, occupational therapist . . . 

f. Other therapist . . . , 

g. , One of the above» but, can't %^1 which 
h* Qualified LEA representative 

ii Principal or assistant principal * * , * 

School' representative 

k. Supervisor" (or facility superyisor,) . - . 

1* Case manager^ chairperson^ program 

taanager^ or program coordinator . . . . ^ 

m* School psychologist^ or psychometrist * . 

, a. Counselor _ ; 

, 0* Social wort&er 

p* Nurse 

q> Parent^ gwardian^ or surrogate ' 

r. The student . . _ T 

s. Name without noting position . \ . . . 

U Other - 



5, 



Which of the. following is true of the lEP format regarding the provision for 
parental, guardian, or surrogate apj^roval? Does the lEP sh^ disapproval ? 

• * (Circle one of the 
t * ^ first six numbers; ^ 

circle 7 if -appropriate* ) 

Approval (or disapproval) {/ould be for the entfre lEF * . * * ^ * * I 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for amiual goals 

but not. for short-tenn objectives \ * * . / 2 

Approval (or disapproval) w^uld be for part but not 

all of the short-term objectives ; * 3 

approval (or disapproval) would be for services to 
be provided but not for annual goals or short-term objectives 

.Approval (or disapproval) would, be for some portion of 
^the lEP, but cannot determine what would be approved/ .... 



4^ 



Ho place for approval or disapproval is provided. ' 6 

Tbe^ IBP was disapproved ■ . * . 7 
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Ar^ present lev^L of fimjctioDing (A) ^tkd supporting data (B) Listed for the following functional 
ireis? la Vbich. fUDctioful ireis is there a statesent or a clear indicatioa fros^the supporting 
oitji xh^ apeciii^^liicatioQ is needed (O? which functional areas ,is there a statement or a 
^clear indicati^^n froa tlu supporting data that special education is oot^ needed (J>}V How nany 
annual gt^'^ls.^xa listed rbv- each functional area (£)? How many aftfiual goals listed for each 
funcilonal'^r^s include 'a. logical statement of expected behavior to a specified standard (F)? 

y.A ^ ^ 

NujDber of Goals 

' ^ t That Include a 

Logical Sta tenant 
of Expected 
Behavior to a 
Specified Standard 



Present 

Level of Supporting 
FttnctionLns Data 
Listed Listed 



Special SpeciaL 
Education Education 



Number 

of 
Goals 



.K'^sd^g or oral or 

* v^tteo English 1 

"s. Oral expression . . . a 

b* Listening comprehension, b 

c. Written expression . . . c 

d^ Spelling d 

e. Basic reading skill . . e 

/ f. Reading cooprehension . f 



Needed Not Needed Listed " 



2. Haiheoatics - - 2 

a. Mathesatics calculation.' a 

b. Mathettatics reasoning . b 



Science ^ . . 3 

4> Social science ..... ^ A 

S* General academic S 

6* Other acadenic 



7. Social adaptation . 

8. Self-help skills . 

9. Eootiooal 

10. Physical Education 



, 7 
. 8 
, 9 
.10 



, 9 

;io 



7 
3 
9 
16 



7 
8 
9 

10^ 



11. 



u. 

13. 



Hotor skills ^ ^ . . 
a. Gross ootor skills 
b; Fine motor skills 
Speech . . . . ^. . . 
Visual acuity .... 
Hiring 



.11 

, a 
- b 



IS* Gemera]^ Physical Health 



, 12 
.13 

.15 



.11 

. a 
. b 



.12 

.14 
.15 



11 

a 

b 
12 
13 
U 
15^ 



11 . 

a . 

b . 

12 . 

13 . 

IS p. 



16* Vocational/prevocational .16 . . . .16 

ia. Career awareness . . a . . . .a 

jb. Carreer exploration ... b^. ... b 

/t, Caref^ preparation . ^ . c ^ . . . c 



16 
a 
b 
c 



16 
a 
b 
c 



17. *Other functional 



.17 



.17 



17 



17 




HowvMay shOrt*terTO objectives- are listed for each functiona.l?!-^^re^ tA)? How 
fflaay short-term objectives JListed for each functional area ttf^luVie a tog-ical 
statement of expected behavior to a specified standard Wt,,:M^>^ many of 
the objectives clearly are. a part of a standard curriculiugnC)?-- How many are 
intended to be met in the regular classroom (D)? ' .y'' ' 



Reading or oral or 
written English 

a. Oral/Expression . . . 

b. Listening comprehension 

c. Written expression . - . 

d. Spelling 

Basic reading skill. . . 

f . .Reading comprehension. . 



Number of 

Short*Term 

Objectives 



B 

Number of .'^ 
Objectives^ that 
Include a Lo|ical 

Statement of 
Expected Behavior 
to a Specified 
Standard 



Number of 
Objectives 
That Are 
Part of an 
Established 
Currif^ulum 



Number of 
Objectives 
To Be Met 
In The 
Regular 
Classroom 



2. Mathematics . ^ 

a« .Mathematics ^Iculation 
b/. Mathematics reasoning. 



3. Science 

4. Social science. . 

5. General academic. 

6. Othe'ri academic 



7. Social adaptation . 

8. Self*help skills. . 

9. Emotional 

10. Physical Education 



11 . Motor skills .... 
*a. Grosa motor skills 
b.'Filte motor skills 

12. Speedi ' 

13^ Visual acuity .... 

14. Hearing 

15. General physical health 



16. Vocational/prevocational 

a. Career awareness . * * 

b. Career exploration , * 
c* Career preparation *' ■ 



17. Other functional 



) ■ ' • 

8, How many $hort-term objectives are listgd that show intended beginning 
and target. completion dates that encompass a time frame that: 

a. Begins and ends within the first half o^the 

school year? 

3egins and ends within the second half of the 

school year? * ^ 

c. ' 'Extends from the ^beginning to the end of the 

school year? ' 

d. Is less than the full school year but begins ^ . 

, within the first half of the sch^ool year and * ^ 
ends within the second half? ' 

e. * Time frame is neither stated nor implied ....... 



What proportion (or amount) of the student's tim6 is assigned to the 
special services sp*ecified on the lEP^ (locluda only spefcial services 
that>*Veplace regular instruction. ) (Enter 'V if lEP does not give ^ 
proportion or amount of time.) 



percent 



or 



minutes per week 



10. ^Which of the following related services is the student intended to receive? 

(Circle all that apply) 

Audiology ^ ... * , . \ 1 

Counseling , . ^ . * , ^ , . . v 2 

Medical services . . \ ....... 3 . 

Occupational therapy x . .' 4 

Parent counseling and ti^aining 5 

Physical therapy v * , ^ . . 6 

Psych|^logical services ...... ^ 7 

-^k Recreation / 8 

Social work service 7 9 

fry * 

Transportataon ^ , . 10 

Other . .11 



2!. 
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* I 

i 
I 

11, tWhich of the following best describes this lEP's statement of rationale \ 
for placemeat? i * \ 

(Circle one) | 

The lEP does not include such a statement - 1 ^ 1 

' There is such a statement^ but it does not add to what is ^. 

already cle^r from the balance of the lEP 2 

. There is such a statement^ and the statement adds to 

the information provided by the balance of the lEP •••••••• 3 

12« Which of the following best describes the statement o£ beginnirig date(s) 
of service? ^ ' 

^ ^ (Circle one) 

' Is (ate) specifically stated 1 

May be .inferred fron^ dates given for goals or objectives « * 2 

. Must inferred from date lEP was prepared 3 

f * There ^s insufficient information upon which to base an 

inference • • 4 

13* *Which of the following best describes the statement(s) of duration of 

^ sery^es to be provided? 

" • *" * 

(Circle one) 

Is (are) specifically stated • • •••••••••••• 1 

May be inferred from dates given for goals or objectives . .... 2 

Must be inferred from headings that state that goals are 

"annual" goals * ^ . : - 3 ^ 

States that services will be provided '^as long as needed'* . . . . U 

There is insufficient information upon which tp baseman ^ 
inference *• ,5 

14* Which of the following statements' best describes the evaluation procedure 
for the short'term objectives? - ^ - 

(Circle one) 

Procedure is cle^r from^the short-term objectives • • ••I , 

' Procedure is precise statements of how th^ evaluation should 

be conducted • ^ ♦ 2 

Procedure must be inferred from unclear statement's or unclear * 
short-term objectives 3 

Procedure cannot be inferred because it is not stated and lEP 

has no short-lfcrm objectives • . • • • ^ \ ^ . . U 
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15- Which -of the following statements best describes ^the evaluation schedule 
f or^ the short-'term objectives? 

^ ^ ^ . (Circle one) 

Schedule is spjecif ically stated aV being the evaluation . 

schedule ^ . . . 1 

Schedule may be inferred from short-term objectives. . . f . . . . Z 

Schedule must be inferre'd from the b.eginning-of-treatment and 

end-'of-treatment. dates " ' * ^ 

ScheduJ^e is not stated or implied : . ^ . ^ . . . ^ . . U 

1^. Which of the^ following statements best describes whether at least an 
annual evaluation of short-'term objectives is required? 

(Circle one) 

All of the short-term objectives Appear to require at least 

an annual evaluation . . . . + 1 

Some but not all of the short-'tem objectives appear to 

rejquire at least an annual evaluation . 2 

None oi the short-term objectives require at least an ( 
annual evaluation . 3 

Such information is not given and cannot be inferred 4 
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Appendix D 

Student Characteristics Questionnaire 
and 

Data-of-Record Form 4 



0*M*B* No, 51-S78035 
Approval Expires 30 Septeinbej 1979 



Tliis study is authorized by law. Although you are not re- 
quired to respond} your cooperation is needed to make .this ^study. 
comprehensive, accurate, and timely. (20 U.S.C. 1401) 



STUBENT CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE 



Student ID Number 



Student descriptive ^ information: 



a. Age' » 

b. Gtade^ 



years 



c. Sex (Circle one) 

(1) . Male . /l . 

(2) Female . 2 



d^ Race . (Circle one) 

(1) American Indian' or Alaskan ^faf-ive * 1 
* (2) Asian or Pacific Islander . . t 2 

(3) Black, not Hispanic . . * ^""^^..^i^^* 3. 

(4) Hispanic * • . 4. 

(5) White, not Hispanic \ . \ 5 



Please specify, for each t5rpe of Instructional setting in which thi^s student 
receives speciaj, educational stervlces (Column A), the average number of 
students in this student^s class(es) (Column B)^ the average number of staff, 
members presenting instruction in this student's class(es) (Coluilin C), and 
the total number of hours per week of instruction provided to this'student 
(Column D)- PLEASE NOTE THAT IF THE STUDENT RECEIVES SPECIAL EDUCATIONAL 
SERVICES IN MORE THAN ONE OF A PARTICULAR TYPE OF SETTING (E.G., THE STUDENT 
GOES TO MORE THAN ONE RESOURCE ROOM), COLUMNS B AND C SHOULD LIST THE AVERAGE 
NUMBERS OF STUDENTS AND STAFF WHILE COLUMN D SHOULD LIST THE TOTAL HOURS PER 
WEEK. 

A ^ B C . ■ D 



instructional Setting 



Average 
NumBer of 

:B^^tudent7s 
Class(es) 



Werage Number / 
"^:of Staff 
Member; , Including 
Aides,* Presenting 
Instruction in this 
Student's Class(as) 



Total Hours 
Ber Week of 
Instruction 
Provided to. 
This Student 



a* 
b. 



d. 
f . 



Resource ^oom y 

Self -^cont^ined special 
education class . \ . . . , 

Regular classtoom made up 
of both handicapped and non* 
handicapped children . . . . 

Hospital program . . \ . . 

^omebound program 

Other (plearse specijfey). 
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Thaf^aature aad severity of the studeat^s disability is 



a, Meatally retarded * .* 

b« V Le^raiag disabled ^ . 

c»' EmotioQally disturbed 

d* ^ Speech impaired + ' 

e* Deaf or hard of heariag ^ 

f* Orthopedically impaired (crippled) 

%. Visually haadicapped 

h. Other (specify ' ' . " . ' 



(Cirn^e all that apply) 



Mi 



m 

, . 1 . . 

Moderate 

. , 2 \ 
. 2 . 
\ , 2 . 

. : 2 , 

. , 2 , 
' . /2 . 
. . 2 . 



S/P 

-J 

Severe 

. 3 
. 3 
. 3 . 
. 3 
. 3 
. 3 
\ 3 



/ 



If ^e student has 'aa lEP, please provide Xhe following iofonnatloa regardiag 
the studeQt*s aad his/her pareats' or guardiaas* participation ia the lEF 
process? ^ 

(Circle one number in each line) 



lEP 



Yes 
. 1 . 



Ho 



b. 



and provide inputs to the lEP? 



Don't 
Know 



Did a parent or guardian approve the 
"by signing it? 

Did a parent or guardian verbally (in person 

or by^telephone) approve the lEP? ; 1 * . , 2 . . . 3 

^ Dkd a parent or guardian refuse to approve the 
lEP on the basis of his/her c6nsidering it 

inappropriate?^-: * * ' 1 ♦ , * 2 ♦ ♦ ♦ 3 

^ Did 'a parent'or guardian discuss the conipleted 
- lEP Vith a teacher, counselor, ' or other school 

representative? t 1 , * * 2 * , ♦ 3 

Pid a parent or guardian meet with the lEF 

committee to discuss the developecfcrlEP? 1***2**, 3^ 

^j^id a parent or guardianygarti^ipate in the 
development of the l£F;^that is, did he/she 
meet wiTth the lEF committee during the develop* 
meht» process and provide inputs to the IEP?| 

Has the student discussed his/her lEP with a 
teacher, counselor, or other *school 
represerftative? * , - , . ^ * * , • 

Did the student paifticipate in the development 
of the IEP>that is, did he/she meet with the 
SEP committee during the* development process 
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Data-of-Record Form 
Public School Student Information 



Student ID Number , 



1* " The instructional settings in which this student receives special 

educational services is noted by the teacher in item 2 of the^^tudent 
Ct^^racteristics Questionnaire* For each instructional setting so 
loted in item 2, determine in your, foilow-up interview with the 
teacher whether or not the applicaBle instructional setting is 
located i? (or for hospiifal ai>d*thomebound programs^ supervised 
through) the sampled school. If the student is served ^ a^pajrticular 
type of setting in both a <fampled schooj. and in Another school (or 
schools;, so indicate. Use the "not applicable*' code for types of 
settinj^s that do not ^spply to this student. 



(Circl^^one number on 'each line) ^ 



Both 

Sampled ^ 
and 

* ' Sampled Other Other Not 

Instructional Se'Itina School School (s) School(s) Applicable 



3 . 



0. 



Resource room 1,**2,,,,3 4 

Self-contained special education -.l,*+2-,,,3,,*,,,4 

(Regular classroom made up of bothy * 

handicapped and non handicapped ^ 

children- • , ^ 1 , , , 2 , , ; • 3 , , , ; , 4 



J. ^Hospital program - , . , 

e» • Homebound proi^ram 1 2 , ^ 3 4 

Y- Och(?r (Please specify ) . 1 , , - 2 r , , .3 , , , , 4 



/ 
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and 

Data-of-Record Fcgpn 2 
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0,k\b^. No, 51-S780p5 
Approval Expires StT September 1/79 



This study is ' authorized by law* Although you ate. not re^ 
quirjsd ,to respdM, your <ooperation is needed <o make this study 
comprehensive, accurate., and timely. (20 U^S.C. 1401) 



school^cHaracteri^stics questionnaire 



School ID Number 



1» Which ^of the following best describes this school? 

(Circle one) 
Regular, public sfbtfof^^T * + 1 

Special public jjaV^schbol 2 

P^blic residential sPhool . . ^ . . 3 ' 
OCher (please specify) ^ > 



a. 
b, 
c< 
d. 



Which of the following best describes the location of this school? 

* * ' ^ (Circle one) 

^A small rural tpr farming community . , , I X 

A smali city oi^^town under 50,000 that is not a 
Suburb of a' city of 50,000 or o;;er , , ^ . 2 

TA «ty of 50^000*200,000 that is not a suburb o'f a 
. city of moye than 200,000 , . , ^ . . . ^ * . ! . 3 



The suburb of- a city of 50,000-200,000 , , 4 

A city of 200^000-500,000 that is not a suburb of 

a city of moretthan 500,000 5 

The suburb of > city of 200,000-500,000 k , rf> 

A cixy of oyer 506,000 

A subur'b of a iity of oVer 500, (JoQ 8 



3. How many personnel oa thris .school* s staff (includiag any itineifSte teafhe 
are certified in spe^^al education? (Express as full-time equivalents.) 
How maay of these are full-^feime at this school and how many are part-time 

(FI^E) -Special education teachers 

.full-time special education teachers 



ai 
c/ 



partHjlme special .education teachers 



OE Porta 631,1-79 



222 



Data-of-Record i^ott^ 2: Public School Infonnation 

' ' \ • *. " ^ 

School ID Number 

1. . Grade range of school: . . ^ to 

4 I 

If , ongradedj ^tudenf age range: ' - to * 

2. ' Total current school enrolyLment: , 

3. The number ©f handicapped chi^ren who. were enrolled in the school 
and receiving special educatloh and related services as of December 1, 
1978 (including any handlcapjSed children receiving special education 
and related services from 89-313 or Regular Title I, and including 
any handicapped chp^dren in the school who received all or a portion 
of their sp*ecial educafcion'and related services at another school 

on a pullout basis • ' 

A; -Complete this item only if chere are children in "3'' above who do * 
hot currently have ^lEPs. 

a. Apprgximate number of 5hildren in "3" above who do nor 

currently have lEP^. • • ' 

b. Enter the approximate percent of these children* whose lEF status ^alls 
into each of the following categories* « 

CD The school does not intend to prepare ah lEP 

(Reason: ^ ^ ^ ; 

. " \ r 

(2) An lEP wili^be predared, but the assessment has not been 
^comp'^eted. • • • : \ 

(3) The assessment ±s complete but a committee has not been 

set up • . • - 

(4) The committee has started* the lEP -but has not yet completed 

•it " 

iS) O'ther (Specify: ■ ) . . .-' 



(OVER) 



■ V 



Ct)ata of ^lecord Form 2; Public School Information Continued) 

\ I i 

5t Complete this Item only If chare 'are handicapped children (from "3" above) , 
*who are not included in the coUnt> but instead are served by Regular 

Title i> 89-^313* or some other tunding source^' ""^H-^- 

The (a) funding 'sources » Cb) approximate numher of handigapped children 
served by each AOurce» and Cc) approximate ifumber of the children^ having 
^IEPs'> funded by eadh source is; ' ^ 



6* 



\ 



<a) 



Funding Source 



(Circle all^ 
chat annl?) 



Cb) 

ttumber of 
Handicapped 
Children - 
Served 



Cc) 



Number of 
Children 
vich lEPs 



Regular Tide X 1 

89-313 f \ . 1 

Ocher/^Specify: 

. ) . 3 



Cpmplece this Icem only if some or a3J. of Che children in "3'* above currencly 
receive a3J. or a portion %t Chelr special educacion and relaCed service at 
anocher school on a pullouc basis. 

a. Approximate number of children vho currently receive all or 

part of their special education and related senrlces at another 

school on a" puilout basis* ^ 

b* Check th^ blank If lEPs for th^se children typically are 
k^'pt in this school* 



□ 
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O.M.B. (fo* 51-S7S035 
Approval Expires 30 September 1979 



This study is authorized by law* Although you are not re- 
quired to respond, your cooperation is needed to make this study 
comprehensive, accujrate, and timely- (20 U*S.C. 1401) 



\ 



' . SCHOOL DISPICT CHARACTERISTICS QIJESTIONNAIRE 

School Distri(;t ID Number* ' ^ v 

1. What is the,currentt average annual per-pupil expenditure for thi^ school 
district? (Include funding from local, state, .and federal sources.) 

$ annual per pupiT gx^eAditure for district 



2. How many professionals ate on th4 special education staff at the district^ 
-level? (Express as full-time equivalents.) > , 

1 ■ (ITE) special education professional staff 



-Are services for* the handicapped provided |:o students in this school 
district through intermediate districts or a cooperative arrangement 
with other districts that have been estal)lished for this purpose? 

(Circle one) 

'Yes 1 ' ! 

Ho - ^ * 2 * \ 

If y«s, . ^ * ^ , ; 

a. How* many schools are included in the intermediate or coo^^>ati^e 



district? 



schools 



b. How many professional personnel are on the special ^ education staff 
at the intermediate or cooperative district level? (Express as 
full*time equivalents.) 

, ^ (FTE) professional personnel 

Are any educational services ^ any handicapped students in the district 
contracted by the school district to a private school or institution? 

(Circle one) 
Yes * , , . *_1 

Ho .... ^2 * ^ 

If yes, 



a. 



b. 



How many handicapped students are presently receiving such coQtracted 
educational services? ^ 

students 



How many of these handicapped students are receiving these contracted 
educational Services outside of the geographic boundaries of this 
school district?^ 



students 
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Data-of-*Record Form 1: School District Information 



School District ID Number 



1« Indicate below whether or not item 3 on the School District Characterist^s 



Questionnaire, has been answered "y^^ 

Yes 

*No * . / ^ 



on th| S< 



(Circle o\ie) 
1 
2 



If your answer to icem 1 above is ^'yes," obtain (and appropriately record) 
thQ information requested in items 2^ below daring your meeting with the 
school district representative* 



The number of intermediate districts or cooperative arrangements with other 
districts through which handicapped students In this school are served is 



Indicate whether or not all of the handicapped students who were receiving 
special education and related services in the district as of December 1^ 
1978, received these services through an intermediate district(s) or coopera- 
tive arrangement with other district(s)- 

(Circle one) 

1 



Yes 
No 



If a "no" response is circled in item 3 above, indicate below the approximate 
number of handicappedT students^ by type of handicapping, condition, who* were 
as of December 1, 1978, receiving services through intermediate districts or 
cooperative arrangements with other districts* 



Type of Handicap * 

a. Mentally retarded 

b. Learning disabled 

, Emotionally distrubed- 
<\, Speech impaired 
e. De^f or hard of hearing 
£. iJrt hoped ic^ly Impaired (crippled) 

"^Visually handicapped 
Ik uther CJpeclfy 



Approximate 

Number of 
S tudents Served 
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Appendix G 

State/Special Facility Characteristics Questioimaire 

* and 

Data-of'*Record Form 3 



This questioonaire was approved by with the following title; 

State Facility Characteristics Questionnaire. This title was modified after 
0*M.B. approval to iijore accurately, desc;ribe the types of facilities^ for which 
data were collected. 
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O.M.B* No. 51:;S78035 
Approval Escpires 30 September 1979 



This study is authorized by' law • Although* you are not re- 
quired to respond, your cooperation is neWed to make this study 
comprehensive, accurate, and timely, (20 U,S,C* 1401) 



' STATE/SPECIAL FACILITY CHARACTERISTICS QUESTIONNAIRE 



Facility ID Number . ' . ''^ , 

1* Is, this facility: 

J ' . ' ' (Circle one) 

a. Stite operated? • • • 1 

b. State supported, but not state'operated? ^ • 2 

c. Other (specify)? . ^ ^ 



2* What is the primary purpose of this facil^fty? 

f * * (Circle one) . 



(a) Residential treatment that includes educational 
services • 1 

(b) Day care treatment that includes edacational services . 2 " 

(c) Day care and residential treatment that include^ 
edacational services 3 

(d) Educational services only • ^ ^ V 

(e) Other (specify 'J • • 5 



*3* What is the nature and sererrEy of t^ie handicapping conditions of students 
served? / , . 

y ; J (Circle all that apply) 

J tm TMR S/P 

a. Mentally retarded 1*, • • • 2 . • • • 3 

/ 

Mild Moderate - Severe 

b. Learning disabled / ^ 1 • • • • 2- • • • ^* 3 

c. Emotionally disturbed . . • 1 • • • • 2 • • • , • 3 

,d* /Speech impaired • • • 1 • • • • 2 • • . . 3 

e . Deaf or hard of hearing l.,,,2****i 

f. Orthopedically impaired (crippled) \ . . 1 • . ^2 . • • • 3 

g. Visually handicapped 1 2 3 
h* Other (specify ) ••l-..-2,,.,3 

■ . ^ ~223 



A, Please circle all grade levels included in the educational facility, 
• Pre!; . K 1 2 ,3 4 5 6 7 8 9 la^ 11 12 
If ungraded) please indicate the age range of the students, being served, 
^ Students range fro© to years of age, ^ 



5. What is the current total enrollinent in this educational facility? 
_ ■ students ^ 

6. AJ^proximately what proportion of the students reaaain in this program for; 

(Wcite in proportion of. students) 
a* EBss than 3 months? '* ^ , * / ' percent 

b. 3 months tro 1 year? * * * / , , , percent 

c« More than L year but not more . 

than 2 years? W . . . - percent * 

d- Mo^e than 2 years? percent 

■ * 

7. Is this educational facility: 

(Circle one number in each row,) 

a*- Accredited by the State education, agency? 1 2 

b* Supervised by the State education agency? 1 , * , , 2 

c, A part of, or supervised by, a local public ^ 
school system? 1 , , , , 2 

8. For what proportion of the* students in this educational facility are 
individualized education P'lans prepared to meet the requirements oft 

(Circle one number in each row) 
^ Some, But 

^ * Less Than More Than 

^ , Sane 25% 25-503^ 51-75% 7S% 

a, P.L. 94-1A2? l\ , . 2 , , ^, , A , , , 5 

b- P,L. 89-313? • / 1 , , . 2 , , , 3 , . . A . . , 5 

c* Title XIX (Intermediate ^ ^ ' - 

Care Facility/ Men tally 

Retarded)? 1 . . 2 , . . 3 , , , A . , , 5 

d* Joint Cooimission of- 
Accredited Hospitals 

(JCAH)? l,.,2*,,:3-,,4,.. 5 

. ^ ^ " <. 

/ e. Vocational Rehab ill tat;i on ,1 , . * 2 , , . , 3 * , , A < , , 5 

c 

f* Other (please specify) 

* . i.,.2^,,,3,.,,A.., 5 

' 'g. , T ^_ . 1 . • ?i>^jj . • • 3 , A , , . 5 



Please indicate below the huaiber and certification status of the 
- instructional staff assigned" to this educational facility. 

a* Total Instructional Staff * 

^ staff members 

b^ Total Instructional Staff with Teacher Certification * 

staff, members ' ^ . 

c* Total Instructional Staff with Certification in Special Education 

r 

Staff members 



10, What percentage, if any, of students in this educational facility regularly 
receive some educational Servicss in a public school setting? 

percent | 



I 



/ / 
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DATA-OF' RECORD FORH 3:' STAWSPECIAL FA'C'lLITY tNFORMATIOW^ . 
State TacUitf^ID iJuniber ' 

1* Jhe nuiabei^ of handicapped children aged 3-21 who were enrolled in 
the faciil'py and, receiving special educatioa and related services 
as of December 1 1 1978 (including^ny handicapped children receiving 
special education and related services fi^om 89-313 or Regular Title 
t, and including any handicapt^ed children in the facility who re- 
ceived all- oir a portion of, their, special education and related ser- 
vices at aQocher school on. a pullout bas^is). 



2, ^ Complete chis ic^m ohlv if there are children in "1'* above who do 
not currently nave I£Ps/ i ' , ' ' 

a-. Number o£ childrenfin "L" above who do not currently have'IEPsC 

b> ' Enter the approximate percent of 'jchese children whose tE? 
status falls into each of the following categories* . 

[D The facility does not intend to prepare aa lEFv * * * * 

(Reason; ^ ) 

{2} ,An XEP vill >e prepared,, but the assessment has not been * 
completed \ , , , - 

(3; The assessment Is complete but a committee has not been j 

set up * . * * * ^ . . . . . . * ^ * * * t * * * * - 

(i) The committee has started the ^EP tut has not yet completed 
ic , . / 

* (5) Other (Specify; , ^ * ) . , 



* 

■ 
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Level 2 Substudy Protocol ^ 
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Appendix 



Level 2 Sufastudy Protocol 



^Following is tbe sequence of actions to be taken during each LEA site 
visit by" personnefl responsible for collecting data for tbe level 2 Retrbspec* 
^ tive Longitudinal Substudy. , ^^"^ 

1) Make prior contact (or verify tbat contSct. b^s been luade) with 
* selected states » districts » 'and^scbools in accordance with tbe 

4- ^ procedures established for tbe Basic Survey* 

2) Mpe t with the school distrj^^di rector of special education and 
. distribute the School District Characteristic^ Questionnaire. 

Colj^ect^ and sc^n-edit ^estionnaire before leaving district. HOTEj 
- ' Prior to conducting tbe interviews noted in this activit^y and in 
^ * Activities 3-7 below, read tbe following to the . interviewee : 



This study is authorised by law. Although you are &ot 
required to respond, your cooperation i^ n^eeded to make this 
study comprehensive } accurate, and.timely* (20 U.S.C. 1401) 



Interview district special education coordinator. Secure school 
district -information regarding* tbe -following for Xbe current year 
and, insofar as ^pr^ctical-, for the previous year, 
a) 



The procedure by wbiclf a^student typically is identified as 



b) 



udent typicality play in the I^P 



liandicapped. 

How' lEPs* typically are developed, reviewed, and revised. 
What role tbe parent ajjjjjK^i 
process . ' . . 

d) ^ tjie relationship between resources available for providing 
special 'education to handicapped children and resources needed 
for providing such services ^or whfat, if any, services are 
needed but are nat available), 
Following are questions . tl;^t might be asked to elicit the above 
information. These questions should, where appropriate , be asked 
for both tbe current and the previous year. Nate -that for this 



b) 
c) 
d) 

t 

e) 



interview and aTl of the following interviews with, other personnel, 
the questions listed are intended only as general indications of 
types of questions that might be asked to elicit the required infor^ . 
mation. The specific questions to be asked will vary considerably 
depending upon the particular circumstances involved, 
a) What is the procedure by which a student typically is identified . 
as handicapped? , . ^ ' 

In approximately what propartion 6f ^the cases is^this proced^e 
followed? ^ . ' , 

If the typical procedure is used le^s than 90^ercent of * the * 
time, what alternative procedures are used? 
If the typical procedure is used less than 90A.per!pent .of th& 
time, what determines that an alternative procedure be used? 
Typically, how are lEPs developed, reviewed, nd revised? 
(e.g.. Is an lEP developed by a committeje or developed by a 
teacher and 'reviewed b^ a committee? Does^the committee sit 
together as a committee to review an lEP or does eactf committee 
member review it independently? Are lEPs revised more often 
than annually and, if so, what is the mechanism for revision?) 
What proportion of handicapped students* parents assist in the 
development of the students* lEP? . 

What proportion of lEPs revive parental approval? yhat methods, 
with what frequency, are used, to obtain approval? 
What proportion of handicapped students participate in the lEP 
developmental process?* What is the nature of their participation? 
What, if ^ any, 'services J^or handicapped children^are needed but 
f not available? 

At each sample school in the district, C9llect data frfr the Ba$ic 
Study ■ and ^ for Level 1 of the , Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy 
following the procedures established fpr those studies/ This incltides 
the following activities: * - . , ^ 

S) Meet with school principal and distribute the School Character- 
istics Questionnaire. ' , - ^ 
Sel(ect student sample. ' . * 
Collect <EPs and distribute the Student Characteristics 
Questionnaire., 

H.2 . 



f) 

g) 
h) 
i) 



b) 
c) 



d) ' Photocopy JEPs, * * ^ 

e) Remoy^^pec'sonally identifying information from lEPs. 

f) Collect:, ai^d scan-edit questionnaires. \ 

g) Ship coll-ected materials to RTl*. 

Review Level ^2*tsample %tudent*s lEPs (for the two-year period) and 
all other data \ti the student^s -{ile related ,to determination of 
present^level M educational performance and development and imple- 
metitation oif^the lEE. j ' ■ 

Interview sample student's teacher or teachers. Secure information 
regarding 'th4^ following for the current «year and, insofar as prac- 
tical, for tlte "previous year. ' ' 

a) Speciat' educ^tiob and related services that the student actually 
is/has beei^ receiving. 

b) . Tangible evidence' (e^g., student's classroom folder, classroom 

activity sheets.; fclassropm cBartS or bulletin bbard, classroom 
materials , and other ^resources) oT activities in which the 
student likel^)^ is. inyolve^- , ^ ^ 

c) The t^e^ichet'^ perceptiqn^^-^^ny differences between , services 
specified in the student!? l£Ps and services the student actually 
is/ha€ been ^'receiving , and re^^oit^ for any. differences . 

While the iit^^r^i^v ^should be only loosely structured, the following 
questions are approp^i^^e. , Durl'ng-^the interviews, every effort must 
be^made by thfe .^st^ijirretfers to ba unobtrusive , temperate, and coopera^ 
tive, particularly wheft addressing the issue -of differences between 
requirements listed on the lEP and. services actually provided. 

a) What special ^^(^ataon services does this student' receive? 
Whenf ^ere? "^^m whom? 

b) W^at str^'tegie^.^r methods are being used to meet the annual 
* goals ^^nd short-Xerm objectives listed on the lEP? 

c) Is it practical to visit the student's classroom (where special 
educat'ion servio^ "are delivered)? 

d) Is it pVactical ^to se^ examples of Ihe student's work toward 
meeTi^jS' the annuaX^goals^^nd short-^teCTii objectives? To see 
classrooEir records, mater ials , etc*. , that indicate what progre 

^ the st;ndent is making and wb^j||pkresources are available to h 
or her? A 
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e) Do tbe special education services received by the student 
differ from those listed on the lEP?^ 

f) If so, what are tbe reasons for the "difference? 

g) - Who developed tbe student's lEP? 

b) ^^^tfc|>(^f^iliar are the student's parents with tbe student's lEP 

and special education program? 
h ' ~ * 

The teacher interview should be conducted in sufficient depth, and suffi- 
cient notes sh6uld_be taken, to permit the interviewer to document, as soon 
after the interview as practical,/the 32 items of information listed on the 
follo^ng data i'ecord forms (Exhibit H. 1) . Pertinent information from tbe 
student's file (*from Activity 3 above'^ 3lsb should be used to complete the 
items. Note that Items 2-14 and 16-21 refer to the student's actual special 
education program^ not^o tke student's lEP. 

6) Interview, as appropriate, tbe school principal, other school per- 
\ , sonnelj and// or members of the committee that developed* the student^s 

lEP** . Secure from tbe ^principal any general information regarding 
^ the lEP process ind resource availability that was n&t or could not 
[ be obtained at tbe district level. Also, ^ from the principal and/or 

other school or contmittee personnel, obtain any required information 

that could not be obtained from tbe student's teacberCs) r^egarding . 

reasons for any difference between tbe lEP and services actually ^ 

provided . ^ ^ , 

7) Interview student's parents or guardian* Wherever practical, to 
Bfinimize inconvenience* to the parents, conduct the parent ^interviews 
by telephone* Explain the purpose of the survey, confidentiality of 
data,. etc*, to parent* Secure information regarding* the following 
for the. current year and^ insofar as practical^ for the previous 
year* (Prior to interviewing parents, the interviewer will have 
determined from school personnel whether or not the child's parents 

are conversant in English and will have made appropriate arrangements 

Ik ' 

for conducting the interview.) ^ 

^f) Nature of parental participation in the lEP proces^« 
b) Degree that, parent is knowledgeable regarding the content of 
the^EP* If the parent is not fluent in English, what assis- 
tance was provided to insure that the parent understood the lEP 
^ " ' and his/her rights under the law* ^ 
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Exhibit H.l 
LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY DATA RECORD FORM 



DATA REGARDING SPECIAL 'EDUCATION SERVICES PROVipED 
(For Current School Year) 

Student I,D. ^ 

1* lEP was developed by; 

a* Teacher who provides the educational service^ 

b* Coi&iittee. ' y 

If "b,** cotmnittee personnel and extent of inputs to lEP: 

PersoriT^el Percent of Input 

^ — ^.(1) 

(2) " , 

^ (3) 
(4) 
(5) 

* - ' 100% 

■ r 

The Student's Present Level of EducationaKPerfonnartce 

2. . ^ 3. 4. 

A^roximate 
date administered , . ^ 

(if multiple dates, 
Namef or one sentence d^s^riptor list latest date 

of each major test, instrumentf prior to develop- * Significant evaluation 
observation^ or exajnination ment of current I6P-) results 



Specific Special Educatio^^ Services to be Provided to the Student, and Extent 
of Participation in Regular Program. Projected Date of Initiation and Antici* 
pated Duration of Service . 

5< ^ . 6. ■ J. 8. 

Extent of 
Participation 

Title(s) and 1*2 sentence descriptor(s) Date of Anticipated (irr hours per 
of each placement and any other services Initiation Duration of day and days 
including ''related services . " ^ of Service Service per week) 



9* Amount of time student is assigned to regular education program (in hours 
per week) » ' ' ■ 



hours per week 
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Exhibit H.l (contiaued) 



10. 



Short-Term Objectives 



11. 



^ The Qature of 'the instructional plan 

actually used to meet the annual goals 
Jl does teacher use a standardized 

lesson plan, his/her own documented 
lesson plan, infonnal nptes, the short- 
term objectives in tKe lEP ,* teaching 
steps that are committed to memory? tf 
other than or in addition to the lEP, . 
is the actual plan more detailed or 
less detailed than that indicated by 
Annual f^oals for the studenC >^ the short"term objectives in the lEP?) 



12. 



13. 



14. 



Proportion 
of short-term 
objectives for 
which specific 

evaluation 
criteria exists 



Proportion 
of short-term 
objectives for 
which evaluation 
procedures exist 



When 
short^tenn 
objectives 
are (will 
be) evaluated 



'1^. Summary of statements and (^pinioas regarding reasons for any differences between lEP and actual program. 
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Exhibit H.l (c6ntinued) 



DATA REGARDING SPECIAL EDUCATION SERVICES PROVIDED 
(For Prior School Year) 

Student I,D. 



16-19 * ' Specific Special Education Services Provided to*the fetudent^ and Extent 
of Participation in Regular Program. Date of Initiation ^and Duration 
of Service 

16- 17. 18. 19. 

Extent of 
Participation 

Title(s) and 1-2 sentence descriptorCs) Date of (in hours per 

* of .each placement and any other ' Initiation , Duration day and days 
services including "related services." of Service of Service per week) 
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Amount of time Student was assigned to regular education program (in 
hours per week) . ' 



hou r ^^^pe^>??el^'^^ 



21. Annual goals for the student. 



( 

22. Summary of statements and opinions 'regarding reasons for any differences 
betwe^rl lEP and actual progr^iQ. 
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Exhibit H*l (coatiaued) 



DATA REGARDING PARENTAL FAMILIARITY wm THEIR 
CHILD'S lEP AND SPECIAL ElJUCATIOlJ PROGRAM 
(From Teacher) 

t 

23, Is pareat sufficieatly coaVersaat ia Eaglish to uaderstaad their child's lEP? 

Yes ^ Hp 

_JJJ V. ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ 

24, I^ '*ao/' what steps have beea taken to assist parents in understanding 
^ the lEP? 



25. 



Is parent aware child is classed as handicapped? 



Yes 



No 



Don't know 



26. Is parent aware that child has an lEP? 

Yes No Don't know 



27. If "yes," is parent familiar with the content of their child's lEP? 

a . Yes , thoroughly familiar with content . 
Yes, somewhat familiar with content. 

c. Is only vaguely familiar with. content, 
d* Is not at all familiar with content. 

■ ^1 

28. To what extent does parent agree that their child's lEP is appropriated 

' a. Completely agrees with lEP.- 

b. Agrees with most of lEP* 
Agrees with a small part of lEI^. 

/ Completely disagrees with lEp. ^ 



29. If "a," '*b," or "c," what is ^he nature of the disagreement? 

30. Does parent consider that child is feceiving services specified in lEP? 



■Yes 



No 



Doesn't know 



31, • If "no," what services does parent think are not being jirovided? 

ft 



,,32. Summary of aay additional iafonnation regardiag parental perceptioas of 
'the child's lEP, servicfes received, or the lEP process: 

H-s ■ 
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c) Degree that parent' approves of the lEP. 

d) The parent' s percept! ops of and degree of satisfaction with 
services actually being"* provided* ^ ^ 

While the lntervi<ew should be only loosely structured^ the following 
questions are appropriate . 

a) Are you aware that you child 'is considered by the school to be 
handicapped? - *^ 

* b) Are' you aware that your phild has an individualized edmra^iQn. 
.program? * ^ ^i^h ^ 

c) If yes^ are you familiar with the content, of the lEP for youry' ^ 
child? What assistance was provided to hel^ you understand the 4^ 
content and Intended use of the lEP? 

d) If yeS} In general terms » what do you see the lEP as consisting 
of (ite, J what services does the lEP say will be provided to 
your child? When? Where? How? By whom?) 

e) To what extent do you agree with your child's lEP (e.g., do 
' you: 

(1) Completely disagree with the lEP? 

(2) Agree with a small part of the lEP? 

(3) Agree with most of the lEP? 

(4) Completely agree with the lEP? 

f ) What"|role did you ^ay in developing^and/or approving the lEP? 
^ (e.g,^ Did you participate in the planning meeting? Review the 

\ lEP with a school committee? Review the lEP with a teacher or , 
' CT^inselor? Sign the IE? as an indication of your approval?) 

g) What special education services is your child acltually receiving? 

h) How satisfied are you with the special services that are being 
provided? 

As soon after the interview as practical, or during the interview if ^ 
conducte<| by telephone » document the ten items of information listed on the 
Parent Interview Summary (Exhibit H.2). 

8) Prepare a narrative summary of any site-visit data^ impressions^ or 
opinions^Dot already documented on the forms presented above. In 
particular, include results of the LEA-level interview(s)^ in this * 
I narrative summary. ^ 
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J , ■ Exhibit H.2 



LEVEL 2 SUBSTUDY -PARENT INTERVIEW SUMMARY ' 



PARENT. INTERVIEW SUMMARY 
_ , ' (From PareQt) 

1. Is parent sufficiently conversant in English to understand their child's lEP? 

Yes No 

2. If "no/* what steps have beeQ takeQ .to assist parents Iq understandiQg the lEP? 

3^ Is pareQt aware child is classed as haadiceppe^? 

Yes No Could Qot detenniQe 

4. Is parent aware that child has an lEP? 

Yes ._ No 

5. If "yes," is pareQt familiar with the coQteQt of their child's lEP?* 

a. Yes, thqjfoughly familiar with content. 

b. Yes, somewhat familiar with coQteat. 

c. Is only vaguely familiar with content. 

d. Is not at all familiar with content. 

6. To what extent does pareQt agree that their child's lEP is appropriate? 

a. Completely agrees with lEP. ' 

b. Agrees with most of lEP. 

c. Agrees with a^small part of lEP. 

d. Completely disagrees with lEP. 

7* If "a,** "b," or "c," what is the nature of the disagreement? 

8, Does parent consider that child is receiving services specified in lEP? 

Yes No Doesn't" know ' *' ^ 

9. If "no," what services does parent think are not being provided? 



10^ Sujnmary of any additional parent information regarding their child's lEP, 
services received, or the lEP process: 
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Appendix I 
Sampling Information Protocol 




Appendix I 



Jhis study is authorized by law* Although you are not required 
to^respoi^d', your cooEecatioh is needed to make this study coraprehen* 
stve, accurate, aSa timely* X20 U*S*C. 1401) 



- " INFORMATION REQUIRED FOR SELECTION OF PARTICIPATING SCHOOLS, 
* , NATIONAL SURVEY OF lEPs' FOR HANDICAPPED CHILDREN 

Attached is a list of all public schools; in your school di^frfxt aV 
reported in the Curriculum Information Center file* Those schools dlissified 
as ''special educattiooii' schools are identified by an asterisk "^"-Z What is. 
thought to be the current total^ enrollment for each school is al?o listed. To 
assist Re^aea^^h Triangle Institute . (RTI) persoimel in selecting; the schools 
from youp district that will participate in the National Survey -of lEPs £6r ' 
Handicapped Children, answers to the following five questions would be roost 
helpfuf. pjx RTI representative will, contact you within ttje next few days and. 
will discSss these questions with you or your designee.* Your assistance is 
greatly appreciated, * 

1*. Is the Tist of schools (najijes and addresses) correct? If not, what 
corrections should be made? 
^^^Z^, Are the grade levels listed for each school correct? If not, what 
correcti^>ns siiould be made? -"^ 

3. Is the current enrollment data essentially correct? If not, what 
' * corrections should* be Pade? 

4. Are the "special education" schools correctly identified? If not, I 
' what3 correctionSj, shoul<i be made? 

5. If any of the schools are ungraded, vhat is the age range of students 
^ ' being served at each ungfaded school? * ^ . " 

, 6. What is the approximate enrollment of handicapped students (as 
; defined in Section 602 of the Education for^All Handicapped Children 
^ct of 1975 [P*L- 94-142]) in each of the schools in the district? 



^ Curriculum Information Center, Incorporated^ 600 Ross Building, 1726 
Champa Street, Denver, Colorado^ 80202* . . ' 
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0\ 



Dear 



Kducation ^ 
Kctucation 




as contracted, with t^c* 
a nationa*! survey of 



The Pi^reaii of Fdacation for the , Handicapped 
Research Tri^Sgle, Institute fRTIJ to conduct 

^the written Indivld\jalized Kducation Program that are'reoulred by 
the Kducation for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 ^(?L 94-] A^), 
flection 61fl(d)'of the Act also requires that a national survey dc«;c'rlb 
ing lEPs be^conducjted to assist Congress in evaluating tnt? usefulncbs 
of these documents* ,*Rnclosed is a brief descTlDtion of the ,R7I pur/sy 
RTI is scheduled to collect ^dat^ for the survey during the period iron 
Ja^nuary* thr<^gh 'ApAl 197*^** survey has been coorriinat(*ci with the 
Connittee o«Evaluation and Information Systjens (CEIS) and Cr.lS h;=^s 
ipRroved the instrumentation* 

Also enclosed is a y,^st of those tocal Education Agencies in ydur ^tat 
fron which schools wtll be s^le'tted for participation In the* surv^;y; 
"J This ^Ist identifies those LEAs Cl) selected onl^ for the basic bnrv^^y 
' and L^vel 1 of the , Longitudinal Substudy, and those (Z) selected 'for 
Leve^2 of the Longitudinftl Substudy (se^ enclosed sUjdy de^scrl^tir lO* 
A separate sariple of state facilities is in the selection proc^es.s, and 



owe 



InTomed as to jthe selection of any such' facilityCies ) 



*ill be 

^ state when this process is completed* 



I hope. you will^particiPate in^ this inportant survey* - Ypur asslstancn. 
in the data collection aspect of th^s project; ^*ill insure that this 
activity' is completed successfully and with mininal disruption of 
normal LKA/school operations* If you would identify a project coor- 
dinator, RII can develop an operating plan in eitjier o^ these two^ 



ways; 



Option 1* The state' level H^oject coordinator will,nanajie 
the distribution of informational materials to 
selected /LEAs and coordinate sti^bsequent contacts 
\with those LEAs* 

Option, 2* Th^ contractor (RTI) after con^tacting the fitate 
. coordinator wiVl mil materials directly to LEAs 
and involve the Sttate Edutation Agency only as ' 
, " a natter pf information- 

. M " ' ' - . 



2'IS- 



AJ^fiitnliij>. Llint your Slnlfi Dlrccror of f^ik^elnl Kciucnlton wl^l i^*^ thu 
apt)roprl<iLo person to coorrfinato th^jse c^ctivltJtiR , nu RTl ^Srojoct 
staff mcpihor will contact tbiJS liuhvif(^al by Ltlophotui (UiL'iiiy*, Lho 
^oriod IJocernher 20-Janitary 5* Should voii dcslro' to dosign^ite oome- 
one othor than tUis indiviflu*il , or *f i o-i havu <\vi*j;stions , pieasQ 
contact Or* John ry(>ch;=i^. RTI i>ro,ioc:t Mroc^nr, toTl;-froe (i-800-33A- 
8571), or Dr, lAndA Mor,ra, HEH Projpcd Of^lter, at (202) 



Yougr cooperation in this important stifdy is greatly appreciated... 

sincetely, , ^ 

* ^;jdwin' W* Martin 
Diepiity Commissioner* 
^ * * ^ bureau of Education for the 

I Handicapped 




cc: State CEIS Coordinator ' 
State Mrector of Special Education 
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27 December 1978 

CooMinator of. Special Educatron 



' Dear, V ' * * 

- * \ \ - ^ 

, We' are pleased l-IiiiX hsrs agreed to pdrticipate in the national survey 

of Indfvidua l;lzcd Erlucation .programs that is .16 be conducted by Research 
^Tr ianl*^^. Institute -(RTI) . The , purpose of this letter is to cpnfirm our tele- 
(Uione conversation on December 27> 1978, rogarding your choite of options for 
future contacts with the school districts in -your state that have been selected 
ip the national sample*. 

Ct is 'our^ijnderst^iu'ling tliat it will be most convenient for ^ if mailings 

and telephone cofvLacts are made directly to samplr^l districts by representatives 
of o^rther the Burcan-of Education for the fian<iirapped (BHii) or RFI. In this 
regard^ the first mailing to the superintCEulefit of each sj^locLcd scliool district 
win be a tetter from REH to 'notify the superintendent of the district's 
srlcction into lh(f sample, to provide a* firicf denser Lpt i on of the study, to 
indica te tha t stat o - 1 cvcl support has been received , ;!nd to sol-ic i t district 
coppefatioiK Siib^^cqnent mailings and telf^fhonc contacts to v/»rify and schedule 
' dn ta col lect ion a<tnvtties w;ill l5c made by a representative of RTI, You,, as 
the Project Coordinator for your state, will lit informed of the data cgllection 
schedule and you wilj i^czeJ^Q .tnf6rniation copies of all "mailings. 

\ : : ^ . " . ' ■ ^ \* \ ■ 

'5hOiiJd.apy fi^iie^stions^ j?r,$t>ncernv ^n*tse durirtg the course, of the study, please 
*do^not hesitate to rail me or the RTI .Project Director, Dr. John Pyecha (toll- 
* ■;free/l-8bo-3?4-8r)7l), or Dr. Lind'a^ Horra , BEH^roject Officer (202-472-2535). 

^ Thanks again for your supvdrt. Your coQprratioti m^^tiiis impqrtant national 
survey is appreciated^ and we will make every efforf ^o minimi;:e any inct)n- . 
vcnience to the school sy^e.ms associated with ^tHc data ^collection effort. 

Sincerely, ■ " . , \ , 

Wayne Bradburn > ^ 

Survey Specialist ' ^ ' * ■ . ^ - 

WB: U - . ■ ' ' ^ ' , ■ 

cc: Ifonorable ■ ■ . - 
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OtPAffrMENT CF HEALTH EDUCATION AND WELFARE 
OP^FICE OF EDUCATION 

^ASMiNGTOiM o c zoz^z 13 February 1979 * 

, ■ . ■ . ■ ■ L ■ , ■ . . 

The Bureau of Education for the Handic«pped has contracted with the 
Research Triangle institute (RTF) to'"conduct a national survey of the 
written Individualized Education Programs that are required by the Educa* 
tion for All Handicapped Children Act of 1975 (P.L. ^IU2) . Section 
618(d) o/ the "Act also requires that a national survfey describing lEPs be ^ 
conducted to assist Cbngress in evaluating , the usefulness of these documents. 
Enclosed is a brief dtescription of the RTI Survey. RTI is scheduled to 
collect datta for the survey during the period from January through April 
1979. * ^ ' ' - . ■ =t 

Your district has been -selected for participation in this study. A 
letter describing the surve/ and indicating that yoirr district has "been 
selected for participation has been sent from the United States Office of 
Education to both your Chief State School Officer (CSSO) and State repre- 
sentative of ttie Committee on Evaluation and Information Systems (CEIS) 
of the Council of Chief State School Officers. 

State Superintendent of Education, has agreed to the State's participation 
and has appointed ' Department of Specialized Educational 

Services, as the contact person for survey activities in the" state. 

I hope you will participate in thi^ important survey. To facilitate 
the conduct of survey activities in your district , you are invited to 
designate y6ur Special Education Director ©r other such staff member as 
project ccfbrdinator . Your assistance in the data collection aspects of 
this project will insure that this activity i^ completed successfully and 
with minimal disruption of normal LEA/school operations. Wittin the next 
few days, an RTI representative will telephone to discuss your participa- 
tion in the survey. Your participation will consist of the inclusion of 
a few schools in your district in the national sample of schools. To 
assist BTI .petsonneX in selecting these sai^le schools^ a minimal amounts 
of information provided by your office would be most helpful. The RTI 
representative will discuss these needs during this initial contact . 
Once the. sample schools are selected, you will be notified of the selec- 
tion and the schools will be contacted through your designated district 
coordinator. 

RTI can develop an operating plan for either of the^following options. 
The RTI representative will ask 5bout your preference duripg the initial 
telephone contact . 
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13 February 1979 
Page Two 



Option .1; The district coordinator will facilitate the study activi- 
ties by coordinating school, contacts a^nd da^ collection 
^ ^ ^ in th^ sample schools, ^ ■ * ^ 

Option 2; RTI» after obtaining the required information from yciur 
dis*trict» yill contact those sample schools directly and 
involve the district only ^s a matt&r of information. 

* We will make every effort to miaimize any inconvenience to the . 
scl\9ols and school systems associated with the data collection effort. 
Ta provide you with a* clearer "idea of the activities planned for th^ 
school district and the^ schools selected into, the sample > three addi* 
tipnal items are enclosed; a suntroary oi data collection activities, to be 
undertalten in the sampled schools^, a Conf idefitiality-of-Da):a.Statemeht» 
and "copies of the .three questionnaires to be used. Far any^ further 
required information regarding the survey or its impact on. your school 
district^ please contact the RTI Project Direxitor, Dr. John Pyecha toll- 
free (1-800-334-8571); or BEtJ Project Officer, Dr. Linda Horra 
(1-202-472-2535),- . 

Your cooperation in this important national ^litrvey is greatly 
appreciated . 

, ^ ^ Sin(;erely, 

(Original signed * by Linda Morra) 

Dr. Linda Morra 
Project Officer 

' ' , State Program Studies Branch 

400 Maryland Avenue, S.W. 
Donohoe Building, Room 3145 
. ^ ■ * Washington, D*; C. .20202 

LM:ls ' ' 

Enclosures ' 

cc: ' Department of Specialized Educational Services '/ 

Honor;^hle State Superintendent of Education 

State Director of Special Education 
CEIS Coordinator 
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Suaaaaty Description of the National Survey ,of 
Indt^vidualized Education Programs ^ 



t 

V 



^ The list^of survey questions included in this summary description subse- 
quently was Modified slightly. The revised questions are listed ik Table 3 A 
of this volume. Also, the title of the State Facility Substudy, which is 
included in this summary description was subsequently changed to State/Special 
Facilities Substudy. 
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Introduction 



Smnmajry Description of the National Survey 
% of Jndjlvidualized Education Programs 



Written Individualized Education Programs (lEPs) for aljl^handicapped 
children are i^equired by 'tbe Education Tor All Handicapped GhiLldren Act of 
1975 (F.I,* 94-142). Section ^18(d) of tbe Act also requires a national 
survey ' describing I£Ps to assist Congress in evaluating the ilsef ulness ' of 
these 'doctiinents. The Bureau^ of Education for the Handicapped (BEK), USOE, 
l^s contracted with the Research Triangle Institute (RTI) to conduct this* 
survey in eal;ly 1979.. 

The. national survey includes a Basic Survey and two su^studies: a State 
Facility Substudy and a Retrospective Longitudinal Substudy.. Following is a ^ 
brief description of the Basic .Survey aad the substudies. RTI, fully recog*- 
nizing the iioportance of maintaining the confidentiality o^ all collected' 
data, has developed procedures to ensure that the survey will 'be conducted in 
compliagnce w^th both the privacy Act of 1974 and the Family Educational Rights 
and Privacy Act. of 1974^ Data collection procedures have been carefully 
planned to ensure that all federal, state, and local reqiiirements .are met. ^Ho 
personally identifying information about individual participants will be left 
..on any of the- data collected from any school or facility- ^ ^ " ^ 

Basic Survey 

^ The Basic Survey is intended to provide answers to*t^e following questions: 

1) ' What do lEPs look like? 

2) What kinds of information do lEPs contain? 

3) How is informatiQh presented in lEPs? 

4) Who participates an the development and approval of lEPs? 

5) What types ot special educational and rela^ted services are specified 



in li 



6) 



In whaC service Settings, and for what proportion of the academic week 
do> students receive the special educational services specified in. lEPs? 



7) What are the characteristics pf th^ students receiving. special 
educational services in publXc schools^ and;of the schools and 

tjfey 



school districts 



are enrolled? 



in which 

^ 

8) How do the-type^ service setting, and amount of special education 
services specified in lEPs varrby selected student and school 
characteristics? , ^ 

9) How do the format ^ properties^ content^ and development process of 
lEPs vary by selected student and school characteristics? 

The Basic *Survey will involve looking *at the lEPs and related information' 
from a national sample of 2,770 public school students from 515 schools in 225 



256 



school districjts. -A trained survey specialist will visit each school ih the 

urvey sample to select the student' sample and to, complete all data collection 
activities* After select^lng the sample' of students (and before leaving the 
school district), the survey specialist will photocopy each sample student^ s 
lEP (deleting any personally identifiable information), distribute a School 
Characteristics Questionnaire to the principal and a Student Characteristics 
QueSntioniiaire to t^e tisacher most knowledgeable about the student' s lEP^ 
collect the completed questionnaires (including a School District Charac- 
teristics Questionnaire that has previously been mailed t,o the s(jbool district 
'superintendent), and place a unique ID^number on each lEP and questionnaire. 
This -procedure was selected in or^der to place as little burden as possible on 
participants^ All data will go to RTI for anonympus processing. Each lEP 
will be coded by applyingJPan lEP Checklist at ^^TI - 

• yT- , . ■ , - 

The tw6-*page Student Characteristics Questionnaire will prBVide infor- 
mation regarding the participants^ in the development and approval of lEPs, the 
service settings in which^ students receive the special educational services 
specified in lEPs, the proportion of * the academic week that students spend 
receiving these special services, and the characteristics of students receiv-* 
ing the special services. The ohe-page School Characteristics Questionnaire 
and the one*page School District Characteristics Questionnaire will provide 
data regarding the characteristics of the schools and ^school districts in 
which the student^ receiving special education services^are enrp^jLed. 



Its ] 



State Facility Sub^tudy , 

' The objectives of the State Facility Substudy are similar to the objec- 
.tives of , the Basic Survey except that the focus is on*handicapped children in 
*!!stiate facilities" rather, than in public elementary or secondary schools, 
specifically, the S^tate Facility substudy is intended ta provide answers to 
th^ folldwing questions: 

10) Wliat are the answers to questions 1*6 above for the lEPs of students 
served in stat^ facilities? ] 

11) What. are the characteristics of the students receiving special 
education services in state facilities and of the facilities in : 
Uhich they >re enrolled? ~ ^ ^ 

12) How do tfa^type, service setting, and amount of special ednj:ation 

* servicetf^iipecified in lEPs vary by selected st^te facility ' ^ 

, \ characteristics? 



13) How do the fdrmat^ prop^erties^ cogtent^ and development process of 
lEPs vary by selected g\ate facility chara^rgTistics? 

14) How do t^e answers to questions l*6i above for students served 
in public schools differ from answers to the same questions for . 
students ^ served in state facil^Ajjes? 

r 

V The State Facility Substudy will be conducted in conjunctiah*with the 
Basic Survey by including a sample ot 600 students who are servedt^in a*total 
of 75 statte fa<;ilities (8 students will be selected from each facility). In 
general , all procedures and scheduljss for collect ing » processing analyzing) 
and reporting data for the Basic Survey are applicable to this sAbstudy. The 
^three-page State Facility Characteris^tics Questionnaire, will be\ u^d fojr 



V 



basically che same purposes as Che School and School Di&cricc Quesciocmalres : 
Co describe che facilities in Che sample^ and Co decermine che exiscenc^ of 
signif icanc relacionships becween scace facilicies and che propercies and 
content of lEPs and che types of special services being provided. 

Retrospective Longitudinal Subscudy *^ '/ ■ ^ 

A Retrospective Longitudinal Subscudy wiXl be conducted ac two levels.. 
The first level involves a subsample of 515 of |:he 2}770 students included in. 
che Basic Survey who have had lEPs prepared for cwo consTecutivei scKool years 
by schools within che same LEA. This subsample will be obcained by selecting 
one scudenc at each of che 515 sampled schools. The second level involves a 
subsample ^of approximately 55 of che 515 students included^in che Level 1 
subsample. These 55 students will be selected by taking one scudent from each 
of the sample schools in 24 LEAs . 



. The 
one yea 



e objective of Che Level 1 Subscudy is co assess changes occurring from 
one year to che next ia the properties and content pf lEFs, che process whereby 
chey were developed, and in the nature and setting of che special services 
they specify as being provided. That is^ the Level 1 Subscudy will answer che 

following question; , . ' - 

* * 

15) What is Che difference becweyi Kmc consecucive school years in the 
answer^ Co Basic Survey Questions 1-6 above fdr the same scudencs? 

To answer this* quest^ion/ the lEP fxoa ^he preceeding year will be collected 
and analyzed along.with the lEP for the current year for each of the students 
included in "Che subsample.^ * * ' 

t * 

The objectives of the LeveJ. Substudy are .to suppl^ement the information 
obtained' in tlie Level 1 Substudy with^ info^Etoatioft''ibout the special education" 
atid^ related serv;LCes' actually received by ^handicapped students and to assess, 
the degree *to Vhich*tthe services actually provided coincide" vith those speci- 
fied^ in the lEPs. tjoce spe^cif italXy, the Leve*l i SubstvJy will pi?ovid^ answers 
to the folloC/ing (Questions: ^ , " ^ ^ * ^ . 

161^ What is the nature of the special. education and related services 
that students in the sij^^ample actually rej^eiyed? ^ 
/ > ' ^ . / " * ' * , ^ * ' 

17) Howtfci^the special educatictn.\gervices actually received by students 
in fehe subsaogple compare to" those specified in their lEPs? 

18) How Imowledgeable -are parents- (guardians) abdut the lEPs of their 

^ ' children (vafds)? 

' — I — * ■ J- 

To answer l^ese questions, the sample\s,tu"dents * teachers, parents, ^nd 
other ^relevant school personnel will t^e^ intsrviewed for information abotfoT the 
types of services each student received, or is receiving/ during the two/*year 
time frame cdvered "by* the lEPs* Pertinent information also wijll be ob/ained 
by reviewing ^ach student's school , records , and studying his/her cjvrrent * 
school education i)rogram* The educatiiq. and related services received by each 
student during the two-year period thejOi will be compared to those services 
described in his/her lEP. Such 'findings are important sine? they provide an 
indication of the validity of the information obtained from lEPs in the Basic 
§urvey about .the type and Service setting of the special services received by 
handicapped students. , 
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Appendix N 



Copfideptiality of Data Statement 




Example of^ Con.f identiality-of-Date Statement 



i 



Design of a National Survey of Individualized Education Programs . _ 

Research. Triangle Institute ' 

Throughout the design' of a national survey of Individualized Education 
Programs (lEPs), the Research Triangle In^'Jiflute (RTI) will comply with the 
Privacy ^ct of- 197A and the^ Family Educational Rights "and Privacy Act of 197A^ 
These tyo Federal acts, the latter of which is often referred to as the 
Buckley Amendmentj have been enacted to protect the privacy of ^parents and 
students with respect to educational, records > 

■i 

Privacy Act of 197A . , 

The Genetal Counsel of HEW, in a memorandum dated May 14^, r;uled 
that record systems developed and maintainejd by a contractor/ are not neces-^ 
sarily "systems of records" under the Privacy,.Act of 197A» The statement is 
conditional and. holds true insofar as^ '*the contracting a^en<;y is interested 
only in obtairiing the results of the research or o£her work performed under 
the contract (generally in tfte form of^a report) and does not require the 
contractor to furnish it (the contracting agency) individually identifiable 
records from the system established by the contractoi!',,-^ » . 

The Family Educational Rights and the Privacy Act of 197A (the Buckley 
Amendniecft) 



The HEW regulations on privacy rights of parents and Students , which 
implement the Faalily Educational Rights and the Privacy Act of 197A j-'^gtpvide 
for certain disclosures of personal information by school districts, without 
prior coas£nt> Section 99i31, entitled "Prior Consent For Disclosure Not 
Required," states in part that: _ * 



Y 



) 



An educational agency or institution may disclose personally identi- 
fiable information from the education records of a student, without 
the written consent of the parent of th'e student or the eligible 
studeot if the disclosure is^ 



(3) Subject to the condifci^s set forth in Section 99»35, to author* 
ized representatives of: > > > (iii) ^he Commissioner,! the 
Director of the National Institute of^ducation, or the Assistant 
Secretary for Education, orr . . . . 

Section 99-35, entitled **Disclosure to Certain Federal and State officials for 
Federal Program Purposes," specifies as follows the conditions which such 
disclosures must meet; ' ^ 

(a) Nothing in Section .A38 of the Act or this part shall preclude ^author- 
ized representatives of officials listed in Section 99 1 31 (a) (3) from 
having access to student* and other records which may be necessary in 
connection with the audit and evaluation of Federally supported, 
" ; education' programs, oV in connection with the enforcement of or 

compliance with the Federal legal requirements whieh relate to' these 
programs. ^ . ^ 



2Gu 




(b) E:jcept when the i^con'sent of L'hc parent of a student or lAi pligible 



stu)den,t has been obtained under Section 9^9 .30 ,^LHjhen the co'llection 
. pejrsonally \dentif iahtle infonnation; is specliPihUy iiuthorized by 

^r^deral law^ ^ny-.data collected by of ficials ^ listed in Section 99.31 
(a)(3) sjiair be protected in a manner ffiiich will .not permit the" 
personal identif^ation "of student^ and their pa'rentScby other th^n 
those offieials,v^nd'persorUlly .identifiable data shall. b* destroyed" 
whea no longer needed for sUch audit, evaJuatiSh^ or enforcement of 
or c6mpliance witb federal legat 'tfequiareraent/. v ^ 

RTI Safeguards for 'Data Confidentiality -'' ' * . . - 



ijx accordance ,^th/both the Privacy Act of 1974 aad the Buckley J^endment^ 
schools are*penrtitted to. disclose, wi^bout written consei>t ^ persona lly identi- 
fiable injormation f r(JOT''student^* edu<;ational records to RTI, an authorized ' 
representative of JLhe Secretary of HEW by virtue of its-contract with HEWto 
evaluate I^s* . T(Wn^et "the provis ions 'of these^ Acts . RTI will exercise every 
precaution to protect the identity of every partic jpa'nt%^ whether student, 
staff member^ school^ school 4^strict^ pr in:dlvidual state. During the d^ta 
colle<;tion prci^^ess^ RTI will maintain their ,fiLe?-^n tenns of Student I.D<t 
nurhber^. Whenever RTI data gatherers are g^^j^^access to student , files, a ^ 
record of tl>at access and t^^e^ purpose will \M left inj^l^e student's folder. 
Any . identifiable stucfent informati'on (e-g y. l^k between student nairfe and RTt 
student^ I'D/ number)' ^illltbe kept ia,a srturr encrypted file^ w'hich wi,ll be 
,destroyed following data collection*' -^he Departmeat of^Health, Education, an^ 
Welfare w^ll not have access to any ^petsd^lly identifiable information .obtained 
during the course of ^h^s' stu<I^< ^ ' ^ ^ "^^^ 

Schools and sfhool dist^j^ts^ may thus fe^^^ree to' ^oot)erate with RTI 
without fear of violating the. provisions of ^ithef the Privacy Act of 1974 or 
th^ family Educational Rights and Privacy Act of 1974 (FERPA) .^T^tese procedures 
hav^{)een forked out in cooperation with, appropriate official^ln KEW and have 
been found to meet legislative requirements il^sighed to prote^Bthe privacy of 
study partifcipants , - ^ * - > 



Specific questions about FERPA sh<iuXd be^ diire^cted to Mr. WiUiam RjL^Jtof 
.if^;^ ^he Fair Infonnatio*h Bractices sdjaff*; 200 Independence' Avenue , CSfW, ^ RocA526E\ 
' *Wash.ingt6ri, D,e* 20201. Mr, Riley's telephone number is (202> 245'TWL 
Questions ^out the Privacy Act may.^be addressed to Mr . 'William' ^oo ten in care 
of the Privacy^ ^nd Iirfol^ation Right&^tftf f / 400 ^laryland Avenue, SM. , Room 
3&51, Dohohoe Buildings tfashiltgton^ 20202, Mr. Wooten^s telephone 

number is (2020' 472-265>/ ^ - . ' / , , - 
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A NATIONAL STUDY OF liTOIVIDUALIZEb EDUCATION PROGRAHS - 
, MemoranduiD for the File 



DATE: 
SCHOOL: 

NAME OF STUDENT; 



On the date indicated above, with the permissioa of school authorities , 
aad for the purposes iadicated below, I consulted the scho6l file of the child 
QafDed^ The , ch^ld' s name and other ideatifiable inf ormatioa were removed or 
ofDittccl from aay data Collected |lWb this school file. 

, Uadcr coatract wi^h the United States Office of Education, 'the Research 
Triangle lastitute (RTI) is designiag a national survey of ladiyi dualized 
Education ^ograms (lEPs) for haadicapped chlldr-ea. As part of this design 
study, members of the RTI afield staff are collecting representative samples ^of 
lEPs ^bd collecting child-specific data required to interpret aad evaluate the 
lEPs- ' . ' ' ' , 

< Information about this'' child will be ^handled in conformity :wilh all- 

applicable Stated aad Federal privacy laws and regulations, including the 

Privacy Act >f 1974 and the family Educational )Rights and Privacy Act. j>f. 1974. 

Data aboi^t individual children, or individual schools, will not be reported to' 

» ^ * 
any other individuals or agencies'; only nonidentifiabjle, * aggregated info^a* 

tifSxx will be reported to the U*S. Office of Education. ' 

Further information about. this study may be obtained froi^ the USO^^ro 

ject officer, Dr, Lihda Morra (202-472-2535)7 or , from the RTI proj 

tor, *Dr/ John Pyec^a (919-541-6314)- 



USO^t>rc 
ect^irec 



(Signed) 
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Representing 

The Research^Triangle Institute 
Post Office Box 12194 ^ ^ * 
Research triangle Park, HC 27709 
Telephone: 919-541-6000 



. , ' Appendix P ' ■ ^ 

■■ \ .' < 

F ft ' ■ 

Procedures Followed in Completing lEP Evaluation Checklist 
A' Item 1 ^ 

The codin% procedure followed^ for Item 1 involved a simple page count. 
If -the back of a page w^s used^ it was counted as a separate page. Pages were 
not counted twice if they were identical to each other in every way (the 
assumption bein^that this reflected an error in photocopying). Pages from a 
referenced standard Curriculum or referenced instructional material were not 
include^d in the page count. The page numbers recorded on the lEPs themselves 
, were not assumed to be accurate^ but were always confirmed through counting. 

4 

Item^ 2 ' ^ ^ 

1- Response Options 2,1, 2,2, and 2,3 

The coding' of subitems related to lEP neatness ('2,1} 2,2^ and 2,3) 

was primarily based i^n guided subj ective Judgements , One and only one of 
/ 

these three options was to be circled. An lEP in which 25 percent or more of * 

the entered information was difficult to read received a code of "3'' even whea 

part of it was typed. The code of, "3" (difficult to read) did not peptain to 

^ the qualit^^ of the photocopying,^ nor to' the correctness of the content^and 

'styl^. Rather- it was a judgement of legibi^ty. Legibility Sample 1 and- 

legibility Sample 2 illustrate .tlie qualitative boundary between '^sufficiently 

readable" and. *'not sufiic^iently readable/' . * "^V ' 

If the IEP was not coded ''3^'* the choice of codes was dependent upon the 

Q proportion of the lEP that was typed* -If 50 p^cent> or more of the entered 

' information was typed, "1" was circled* If *,mope than 50 percent of the ente)red 

information was handwritten^ '*2** was circled". 

2. Response Options 2f,4 ^nd 2*5 ' ' * " / 

The coding, for 2,4 and 2,5 (jwhether or* not the amount of space 

provideii by the lEP format .limited the. dumber- of goHs and/or objective^) 

centered 9n tlie question ^^Would th^ use of .additional page(s) of goals and/or 

oijectiVjeS- necessitate ,thj?^ reTi;o(npletion o,f a nia^or segment of information in 

order to avoid leaving essential portions of tne page blank?^* Headings not 

relating to goals and objectives (e«g« ^ present level of - functioning), were 
. ' < ' * / . 

■ considered to provide limits headings relating to goals and objectives (e.|., 

• • . . 



' SAMPLE 

Nor^suf flciently readable; Response 
option 2^3* should be circled. 



/ 1 s 



""INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRA^( (lEP) 



DATE. 



1. NAME 



GRADE J-'- .BIRXHDATE 



"7 



ATTENDANCE RECORf U^^^ 




HANDICAP : ^y/A 



PRESENT I^EVEL q^PUNCTIONING-^^/;^^W^ 




3, PLACEMENT COilMITTEE MEMBERS 




POSITIO^I 




V 




4, PARENT SIGNATURE 



I agree with the Individualized Education Program (lEP)^ 
for my child* ' , ^ t ^ : 



^ (slgfriature of, p^rcnc, ar guardian)' 




'AJil^'i^ilcHrmAtLdn entered on this 
exhi'b^j:^^ -ficci-c^jtc^us* ^ 



Sample 1 (continued) , , ^ * v 

5/ EDUCATIONAL SERVICES " -'^ 

A B C D ' E 

Special Education 




Sainpie 1 (contTnued) 

7. SHORl'-TERM OBJECTIVES 




8. CRITERIA FOR MASTERY 



9. TECHNIQUES A:;D 
MATERIALS . 





-± 






^ ^ 7^ 



10. 



JUSTlFICATIO.M OF PLACEMENT 



/ / 



11, TIME IN REGULAR PROGRAM 




. ^ SAMPLE 2 ' * ^ 

Sufficiently readable;* Response option 
2.3 should not be 'jiircled. ■ ^ ' . - 

INDtVIDUALIZED-'EDUCAXIcitT PROGRAM .(IKP) 



1^. NAME_ 



// • 7^ 



ATTENDANCE RECOR D ^r-f^C 



r 



lJ^ 

~7 



HANDICAP. • 



2. -pttESENT LEVEL OF .?UHCTIOMIHG ■ ^j^U^l^,, tt\ A U 

■ ' f^>^^.-i^i^L/>^/-^cij: _ ■-/l./a/t^ .-/j'T? 



T / 



PUCEMENT COMMITTEE MEJIBERS 



POSITION 



PARENT SIGNATURE 

4 

I agree wHth the Individualized Education Pnogram (lEP) 
for my, child* ' ♦ 



(signature of parent or guardian) 

4 



NOTE: All information entered on this 
e;^hibit is fictitious- 



Sample 2 (continued) 

5, EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 



Special Education 
and/or Support 
, Services Needed 



Startlnt; Date 




Ending Dace 



Resp onslble 
for Service 



Planned * 
Review D^ta 



ANNUAL GOAJLS (Prioritized) 



/ 



"7" 



1 




Sample Z (continued) 




persooB&l responsible , evaluatioa dates , instructional strat;egijes ) were Xiot 
coasidered to provide limits. Goals were not consi<lered to limit objectives , 
or vice versaV In cases where the I-EP included no headings for goals and/or 
objectiyes, ^r where, specif ic subje^ct area headings were part of the lEP 
format, the lEP was coded as^ providing a "limit." .Exhibit A is, an ex^ple of 
an lEP format that limits goals and objectives ("4" and, "5'' thus *would ^be. 
circle oQ the checklist); Exhibit B is an- example of an lEP f onnat that does' 
not limit goals or objectives. V " ' , 

, 3. ^ Response Option 2 ' ^ * ' * - 

''2.6" was circled when there were two clearly, separate, independently 
conrplete lEPs for a single student wittin a- single time frame. .This code't^as 
not applicable when only the pages of goals' and/or objectives fiad been developed 
independeikly. tfeither Exhibit A nor Exhibit B wouid have^e*' circled. ^ 

4* Rs^sponse Option 2.7 - , - " 

- „ '*2.7'* ,was circlecTonly if the'lEti' 'was"cbmp'dsed~6r two independ^ntTy' 

complete documents; one fot^the sole .pu^os^ of recording assessment and * 
placement data (but.w^th no plans for a program) and one for the sole pilose 
of documenting program planning. Neither Exhibit A nor Exhibit B.woiud have. 
^*^:7" circled. . ^ ^ . ' \ ^ \ ' 

J . 

C. Uem 3 - ^ ^ , . 

; A yekr^literal approach was tJ^jpn for the 'coding' of Item 3^ A i^be5t wa^ ' 
(55feclrf[for a give response option (1-40), if and only Vtf the I^P contdine/Ka ' 
heading tha-t clea^^y was intended to y^llect that .particular piece of infornia- 
ti'on; and the correspoading number in Column 6 was circled if and only if the 
heading coded *in Column A had succeS^ed in collecting, a response that wa€ 
reaso^rtably appropriate . Only gross inapproprdateness was discounted here^ 
qfUality of resp^onse w^/'not at issue'^e .g.. , in Exhibit A.l there is a heading 
for ^'handicap'' but^'the entered r^sppnse is "rennidiaJL - " This response cfoj^fciot^* 
logically correspond to/ the beading so would not be circled^* 

purposes* of th<s j-tem,- inf£>nnation found on t^he lEP was considered extrane&s 
and \vas Mt counted unless it ha^ hfeen deliberately Collected by^ an appropriate 
heading. Alternate headings we<t counired in case's wfeere^ it seemed clear that 
the same piece of information was being sought as was being 'eougfit by th^ 

^ ' " -.^ ^^^ - 

* ^ Ejchibits A and located .at the end of this appendix, provide ^ ^ 
exanip-les of lEPs along with, correctly c6ded fEP evaluation checklists* 




' ei(|uivalei^t standard heading. Table 1 ^rpvldes a parti-al listing of alternate 
r^teadiQg^ coasidered^ be basically equivalent /to the st^dard .ones ^nd of " 
those considered to be non- equivalopt^^ ' If the IEP^^irlcl^uded^*Ve*ral headings 
seeking phe^ same pie<ie of informatida,* th6 a^propjriate number in Co'Junm B was 
circled eyerr if .only^^ne^f th^e headiag^-was filled in^' Wh^re there wa]s more 
""than ope lEP. document for a single child,^ doflii^g was done based on the sum 
total of^ all headings and response^ /tfrom^^otH documents * , 

* In Item "3, there *were a number of^resp^nSe options cVnceniitig dates 
(e,g^, "Date preparation," "Date* service is to b^gin,** anji "Proposed revievf 
date")- A pacticixlar date heading, ape« coded as serving far one response 
option, coUl^ not th^en be^coded as^serving for another. A single heading thus* 
could ^nly;>be co(fed -one time; ihh only exception being th«k case where a paiif 
of 'date headings (one beginnittg and one ending) served^ together as a heading ^ 
f or ^^'duration ^" In^ this case the beginning date could be coded as beginning 
date and also paisitd with endings <}ate as the heading^ for 'Mifration/^ 

Item 4 - ' ^ ^/ . ; , — 

— ^ ^ , . * * 

Whereas Items I, 2, alid 3 were primatily concerned Vitti lEP^ format, 

' . ' , ' * ■ , ^ ^-y 

Items % through 16 were not*' Thus, for Jtero 3 in particular, coder^/were 

instracted to make f ew ^s&umptions to consid^ only viaf onnation that was* 

• ^ 

explicijCly collected through XEP headings. For. Item 4 (regajrding participants 

. . ^ , " "^ ' " * * 

in the* lEP process and signers of the ;IEP)! and the balance of^the checkl,ist, 

^cod^rs were instructed" to make specified^j^terns of "^assumptions where neces-. 

sa'ry* For example, signatures, found ori^-Cfie lEP wer? <ioded as qualifying for 

Item^ 4 Cpartlcipapts) regatdl-erss of whether or not tKere wer^ Headings on the. 

lEP- that collected' these signatures., ^The coding praceddres tor Items 4 

through 16, then, were not as literal as those fop' thj i?Jteceding three i^ems . 

If nanies^an<f titl,es were" listed on the lEP, Ch*y were -coded as participant's in 

^tem 4 ^uale^s ^here was substantial reason to believe that these names were 

those of implementors* rathei^ than o^ participants in the development of the 

lEP'* People vt? were specified^ as being r&sponsiftle ior" providing s^t-^ide^^ 

were not coifeted as participants^ unless^^jtl^eir participation In the lEP planning 

was s^eci'f ied* The one exception to \ this rule 'was in the case where * the ' 

program infplementor^ s name was the only hanie oa the \e? d0cumeint (otirff than 

parent),^ If thi^. was the case, it was assumed ^thfat the p-ersonCs) this .l^ted 

tiad perfopued ,'the djLial role af writing and impleinehtiJig the lEP,. / 



Table .P-1 . 

' , ' ■ ■ - y 

'AyXRNATE HEADINGS FOR ITEM 3 

- ' . ACCEPTABLE 
ALTEiWATIVES 



1. Student's Age or Birtbdate 
— 



unacceptable ' 
a;:ternative^ ^- 



Chronological ^ge 
Date of birth 



Grade, level 
Mental age 



2., Studeat's' Grade Level 



Level 


Current assignjnent 


- ' 1 


Program- 














i 


\ 


Ethnic group 


* 


4, Student* s Race 





















5. Student/ s Pr.imary ' , 
'"J*an^uage ^ 



t> 



Lan^a^e o£ home; 



^njByage of ^ 
'.pirents ^ 



UnjB 

Secondary 
slanguage 



Table J*i?tcoatij\ied) 



6.*-Prese£it Level *of 

Performance Informatibn 



7. Assessment Data 



ALTERNATIVES 



ALT ESNATLV^S ■ 



Functional level' 
Problems . , , 
Weaknesses 
Needs 

X 

1 — 


LearAing stylfe 
Cognitive mode . 


*^ 





MRAT/wISC (etc:) 
Baseline data 
Semester report 




Assessment 
Te.a^er 



Sfervation 



8.^ Date of Assessment 



9 / Handicap 



10/ Strengths 



0 



Test date * 

Score 
- Dat^ . " S. 


Date of enrollment 
Date of referral 
Date of parent*al 
peinnission for 
t testing* ' 


V 

- . SI 


Disability 
Diagaosis 
Classi'ficstion 
Eligibility 
Qualifying 
condition . 


Physical 

limitat'lc;!! . 
Problem 




Abilities , 
, Normal abiljlties 
Subjects where' no 
, special educa-, 
tion is n,feede<J ' 
< \ 


Positive- features 

of student 
Student- interests 

* 



Tabl4 P.l (contin 



11. Sffecial Interests 



ACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



<INACCEPTABLL 




* ■ 




D^ays ahseixt/ 


Behavior problems 






Days present 


'12. School Attendance Record 


o 


















• 





13* Place^ment Recoimn^ndatioQ 



LRE' ^ . 

Service locatio'n 
Class pl^cemeat 
Speech therapist ^ 
Heco[nnieQdatioQ 
Classification' of 

program 
Program 

Primary assigruneot 



-Current placement. 
Location 



- V 



li: Services *to^ Provided 



Servfces needed - 
lQStructi6nal ^ 

ptopedure or ^ 

s^rvicp 
Special education 

needed*^ " 



Instructional 
method's 



V 



/C$\ Rationale fox Placement 

' ^ - - 



O 



Substantiation 
Rdison ^for 

/assignment 
Justification 



Reason f^r 
ref err?l 



Table' P, X . (cootioued) 



16^ Personnel Responsible 



AQCEPTABLS 
ALTERNATIVES 



UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNAKVES 



Iipplemento^s 
Staff responsible 
Facilitator 
Instructor for 

program 
Provider* 
lEP coordinator 



Teacher ' 
Participant in 
<i lEP process 



17. Date. Service is ta Begin 



Beginning date for 

objective 
Date of ^ 

impleiHentation 
Date of 'program 

entry (this year) 



Ob-jective date 
Initial oroftram 
enrollment date 
Date of lEP 
Date of program 
en^ry (priof ' 
yi&arsT ' 



18* Anticipated Duration of 
Services^ ' , 



19. , Recomm/nded Extent of 
Participation 
^ i-^ 



1^ 



20. ^Physical Educ^t^etTNeed, * ■ 



Begin and end 
dates (both) 

, ■ 


Begin d^te^only) 
End date (onl^) 
Word "annual" 

\ 

\ ■ f 
/ 




Extent of tim^ in 

spet^ial program * 
^Sffcent time* 
Hours ip prdgradi ' 
Fjje^uency . x ' 
times per week " 


Special scl^ooi * 
placeeft^t 




Physical educatfbn^ 
, Spectal phys^al 
education 


Physircai ^ti^erapy 

1 
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21*, Date- of Preparatioo 
: of = IEP* 



6 



ACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



CoQference date 
Date of staffing. 
Participant list 

*date 
Date 



Date of referral 
Date of enrollment 



\ 



22. participants id IEP 
Process 1 



Prepared by 
. Approved iby (pother 
^ than parent) 



Personnel 

respoQs i.ble 
Teacher 

Parental approval 



23,. ^Signatures of^ Individuals 
who Approvejd \^ 



. 'i 



Titles of Individuals 
' Who Approved 
— ^ J-^ ^ — ■ — 



— 5 ^ — ' ~ 

y| 25 5ParefLtal'AptKoval 



l>- 





Name 


■titlej *^ 
Initials 
J. Signatures 


1 T 

7 


r ^ 

V 


Relationship tOf 

child 
*'Prin<:ipat," 

'*Teach$r/' 

etc- * (typed m) " 
Titles 


Titles ,of 

^ implementors 

r 


r 



(parent 1 
Parent signature 



Telephone approval 
'^Agreement to 
attend 
' conference 



4 



4 



Table P.l (continued) 



26, Result of Parent 
Notification 



ACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



UNACCEPTABLE 
AL*TERNATIVES 



Letter to parent 
' (signed) • 



Parent contact log 
Letter to parent 

ttoisigned) 
Telephone contact 



27. Annual Goals 



Long*terni goals 
Expected outcomes 

(broad) 
Long- term 

objectives . 

s ^ 



Year* s activities 
Instructional 

strategies 
ShortTterm goal? 
■ * (very specific) 



28. Priority Listing of 
Annual Goals 



\ 



(Number in order 
' of priority) 
Priority' order 



Numbering of goals 



29- Short-Temt Objectrves 



30 . Recomo^nded Instructional 
' ilaterlalSf Regource^^ 
Strategies^ Techniques 



I> 



2 VP 



Specific expected 

outcomes 
Short-term goals 
Objectives 

4 ^ I 


Plans ^ ^ 

Strategies 

Methods 

Annual objectives 
- ' (broad) 
Long-term 

objectj.yes - ' 




Suggestions for 
instruction ^ 
Implementation 
Learning style 
JndlvidMlized 
Instructional 
Plan' 

0 ^ 


Purposes 1 
Goals* 
Objectives 
Evaluation' ■ ^ 

procedures 
Criteria 



Table 1 (coatiaued) 



31. Date Short-Term Objectives 
Met 



^ 



ACCEPTABLE 


UKACCEPTABLE 


ALTERNATIVES 


ALTERNATbES 


Date obj ectives 


End date 


achieved 


Proposed end date 


Date obj ectives 


•i 


EDastered 




Date of completion 

'i ■ ■ 





32« Proposed £va|.uatioQ 
Criteria 



■\> 



Criteria- for ' 


Objective mastered 


Euastery 


Yes _\ No _ 




* 

* 











Method of ^ 
evaluation 


Asses^ent 
instrument 


33. Proposed Evaluation 
Procedure 


[>■ 


Evaluation 
Assessment 
instrument 


"(re: pre-IEP) 






(re: post-IEP) 
















Objective review 


Review of lEP 






dates * 


Date objective 


34. Proposed Evaluation 
Schedule 


D> 


Post*tefet date 
Proj ect end ^date 
fwith oblectivesl 


achieved* 




* 


Completion date * 

4 





35. Proposed lEP Review Date 

0 X 





— s 


Target scoring 


Review plan 


date 


Projected datfi 


Revision date ■ ' 


for mastery of 




' objectives 

4 
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table P.l (continued) 



36, Actual lEP Review Date 



[> 



, ACCEPTABLE 


-UNACCEPTABLE 


Date 


Review for 


(with review) 


planning I£P 




Assessment date 




Objective mastery 




date 



37. Results of lEP Review 



r. 



Recommendations 

t (with 
^ review; following 
lEP) 



Recommendations 
or 'review 
(preceding lEP) 



38. Participants in lEP 
-Review 



Participants 


Participants in 


V (with 


review 


other review 


(preceding lEP) 


information " 




folloving (lEP) 





39, Other 



r 



Program prototype 




Student schedule 




Date of referral 





. 40. Other * 



[> 



Provisions for 




mainstreaming^ 




Last^grade obtaiped 
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Tbe distiaction between Column A and 'Column B in Item 4 was based on 
which of the participants had actually signed the lEP, A participant whose 
"name had been typed or whose name had been written in (e>g.j where it was 
apparent that a single person had written in all lifted names) was coded in 
Oolumn 4 buJt not iti Colump To be coded in Column B, it was required that> 
the lEP Kave the participant * s actual signatiire . Ho participant could be 
listed^ in Column B without also being listed in Column A* 

Participant^ in the lEP process were categorized according to all evidence 
which could be found on the lEP. liowever^ coders were instructed iiot t;o 
search the lEP for classifications of participants** They were also told not 
to' make assumptions about ahe category- placement of participants, but to 
select only as specific a category as could be ^jipported^ by information that 
actually existed on the lEP (e.g*,- the lasj: participant listed on Exhibit A 
would be placed in category "g" as the lEP does not Contain a clear' statement 
of specific teacher type). Categories '*g/' "h/* and "t** were tUe only ones 
with any degree of latitifde , other cat ego ries were used only wh^n clearly 
appropriate. In cases where there were two or more lists on the ,IEPj all 
participants were counted, but each particular participant was counted only ' 
once (e,g*j in Exhibit B there are two lists, but the second list incluties 
only one new name to be coded)/ Table 2 provides a partial lifting of titles 
consideifed to be appropriate ,and titles Consi<^red to be inag^jio^riate in each 
of xhe response option categories. * ' / 

r 

E. Item 5 

1- . Reponse Optioos 1"5 * ^ i 

The coding of ^Item 5 was based on actual evidence in the lEP as to 
which portions of the lEP the parent had seen and approved or had been Intended 
to see and approve (as evidenced by the ^la^ement of headings). The major 
source of such evidence was the location of th^ .parentis signature heading on 
the lEP, For exanj^le, if the parental approval heading was located at the end 
of^ what appeared to ^Be a complete lEP package^ it was concluded that the 
'/aren^t would see and approv^the entire package. If the approval heading was 
lo<;ated on the front page of what appeared to be a standard length^IEP form as 
indicated by printed" page numbers (see Exhibit A for example), or if the ^ 
printed lEP format made specific reference to ^furthei' pages/attachrtoents, it 
vias concluded . thbt the p,arent would see and approve the entire /EP thus 
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Ta6le p. 2 

/ 1 

ALTERNATE HEADINGS FOR I TEH 4 

ACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



a. ReguHE-Classroom Teacher 



b. Special l^ducatid^Teacher 



Regular teacher 
Classroom teacher 

r ,. ■ . 


Music tfeacher , 
'P,E> teacher 
Teachers 

\ 




Spec iar*^4ucat ion 

teacher 
Renfedial reading 

teacher 
L.D^; teacher 


• 

Ttfachers 
Reading-teacher 



c. '^Phys-ica'I E^ducation Teacher 



Phys i ta 1^ eduWxioti 

rf ^ . 



0 



h 4 



Thysica^t therapy 
' teacher 
Recreation 
supeVvasor - 



7T- 



d. Speech, or Language 
Specialist 



e. Physical or Occupational p^s,,^ 
/Therapist ^ ^ .U? 



Speech therapist 
Reading specialist 
Speech teacher , 



Language Arts 
' teacher 
Reading 'teac;her 





jical therapist 



C-J- 



Physical ttierrapj 
Occupational 
therapis-t 



2b7 . 



Table P. 2 (coatiaued 



f. Other Therapist 



g* Oae of the above', but 
caa' t tell which 



T 



Qualified LEA 
Re^eseatati^ 



• < 



i. Priacipal or^Assistaat 
Priacipal 



acceptable 
a;.ternatives 



UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



Psychotherapist 
(outside school) 


1 


* 

> 


\ 


Music teacher ^ 
Readiag teacher 
Teacher 


Speech^eaCj 

-> 

■: : / 


er 




Superiateadeat 
Special edjication 

coordinator' 
Coiinty Mi rector 
District 

coordiaator. 


Head special 

^dUcAtioa 
Teache'r'' (school 

level) ' 




Principal 

Assistant principal 

* 

1 ^ 


Superintendent 
Administrator 



School Representative 



School 




representative^ 


* 


Administrative 




representative 






— * ■ — 



p. 20 



^6, 



Table P<2 (coatiaued) 



Supervisor (or facility 
supervisor) * 

— 



1> Case Haaager 



h 



ACCEPTABLE . 
ALTERNATIVE^ 



UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



lustitutiou 
supervisor 


lastructional 
supervisor 
Recreat ioa 

supervisbr \ 

* 

> 

i 




Case maaager 
lEP coordinator 
Program .maaager 

chairpersou 
PrograEn ^oordiaator 


Social wrker 
to 



m- School Psychologist 
■ or Psychometrist 



ExaEQioer 

Diagnostician (only 
if participated ' 
in lEP planning; 
test administra- 
tion insuf ficient] 

PsycMPlogist 



Psychiatrist 
Psychotherapist 



n. Counselor 



Guidance Counselor 
School Counselor ' 



4^ 



o. Social Worker 



Social Se^rvice ',|Case roapager 
representative 
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Table P*2 (continued)^ 

* 




^ '-ACCEPTABLE , 
^ALTERNATIVES 


' UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 






RN 
LPN 


Nurse's Aide 


p< Nurse 


o • 


School Nurs*e ^ 




* * 


1 










V 








notber * 
Father 




1 : ' 1 

Parent, Guardianj or 
Surrogate^ 


[> 


Grandparent 




* '* * 









r. Student 



Pupil (in list with 
participants) 



s. ^lame without Noting 
Position 



o 



Participant 
Committee member 
Titleless name 
blank 

y 




t. Other 



Physician 






Dlrettor . 




V 
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represented by printed .format. ' Howeyer^ if attachments and/or 'additional 
pages and forms were not referenced on the sighature page or were not unified 
by pridted 'lEP page nu^mbering^ it was concluded that thesa additional pages 
were not necessariry included in the .I£P at the time it was to be reviewed and 
signed* The one. exception in which a^signature heading found on the lEP was^^ 
not coded as indication of appifoval (or disapproval) was where the heading for 
the parent signatures specifically referred to a part of the lEP procedure 

other than approval/disapproval (e.g*^^ agree to attend conference*')- If 

* - * - . * * 

tb^ heading was ambiguous or unspecified as to ineaning^ it was used for the ' 

coding of Item 5* Exhibit A was co'^ded as *'l*' because of evidence (by way of 

page numbering) that the lEP.had b^en presented to the parent as a unified 

whole. Exhibit B was coded **2** "because no ^uch. unifying evidence existed^ 

A heading- for a parent signature anywhere on the lEP was considered to be 

-a heading for^parental approval whether or not the^heading spcifically aske'd 

forj^'approval./- ^ ' ' ^ 

2» Response Option 6 t 

The code of **6** was reserved for lEPs w^heYe there was no heading for 

parent signature. The c6de of **6**. could not used in cases where Item 4/ 

Col^imn A or subitero q C^parent^ guardian^ or surrogate") had been' circled * 

3 - Response Oprtion 7 ' ■ ^ , " ^ - 

The code of was assigned inhere appropriate (e.g.^ where 'disap* 

proval of the lEP had been indicated). An ^EP receiving the code of '7** was 

.still r^equired ^5 be placed under one ^esponse^option of response opti6ns^l*5. 

In other words all lEPs coded under *7*' foi:. ^'disapproval" was also coded 1, 2, 
^"--^ ' ' / . ^ ^ ^ 

3/ 4, or S ba^ed on the location of that "(Ifsapptoval . ^ * 

Items 6: and 7 * . * ' ■ , ' 

Both Items §^nd 7 involved selecting' catego^ries of academic or functional 
areas addressed by the lEP. These two it&}^^ were "considered as integrated and 
inter*dependent units during the coding .process^ .and coders were asked to 
maximize the number ^f category mal^ches between Item .6 'and. Iteicn 7* For e:famj^le 
if a' need was categorized ^s^being "general academic'* in It&jn 6^ aqd^hi^ need 
was carried through the lEP in t^rms. of goals ^nd objectives, the original * 
category of **general academic*' wa? carried through frqm Item to Item 7. ' 
Sucb,matching*was done only' in those casep where ther^'was clear ^idencl; tli^t 
the same category introduced as a deed in Item 6 ^as bexng'^ddressjed through 
the instructional planning represented ' in^ Item ^6 an<^ Item 7* ' 



In both IteiBs 6 and 7, numbered academic and/or functional areas were 

consid^ed as beio^ of pi^imary importance . The lettered categories found 

undej: certain numbered categories (e.g. > ^subcategories a-f li&teJ under maj6r 

category 1, Reading or Oral or Written English) were considered to b6 less 
» . 

<!ritical to the*coding than their associated* numbered category. In all cases 
that , lettere<l subcategories were circled, it was re<^ired ttl^ the numbered 
category above it also be circled * In cases wher^/^ there was insufficient * 
information to code subcategories , only the major -Categories were coded . 
Table 3 lists some of the entries^ithat were considered acceptable and some. of. 
the eatries that w^re considered unacceptable for the various, academic and 
functional areas . T^ese guidelines' apply to all ten columns included in 
Items, «6 and 7 . 

'1 * Item 6, 'Colunm A 

Within each Qf the 17 academic and functional subject ai^eas^ various 
information was coded. The first piece of information for any given subject 
area was **Presen*t Level of ^ Functioning Listed > ** and was coded in Column^ A . , 
Column A wa& circled for a particular subject area in allVases where the lEP 
gave some indication as to the student^ s level of functioning (adequate or 
inadequate) in that subject area. Statements of **Levei^^of Functioning** were 
taken from a number of places on the lEPt and were not limited to these re- 
sponses 'entered under specific **Level of Performance** headings. Information 
found under other headings (e.g., **Comment6,** "Objectives Mastered/* ''Strengths 
and Wea)cnesses/* or "Reason for Placement'*) were coded in their- respective 
subject areas under Column'A. Statements such as **ne^ds to improve in reading, 
**doesn*t get' along ^ttll with other children,**' or **is emotionally mature for' 
his age,'* were considered to be appropriate for Colamn A coding* Statements 
that pertained only to physical appearance (^>g., ''has nice smile*' or "physi- 
cally attractive") were not coded in" this column. 'Column A, then, was con- 
cemed primarily with the sum^total of **Present Level** infbrmation found on 
the lEP, not with the lEP format or headings, ^f a given subject area was « 
*coded in Column A, ;Lt also was necessary to code that subject in Column C, 
Column D, or both. ^ . ■ ^ 

' 2. Item 6> Column B 

Column B Was used to collect information regarding actual assessment 
data found on the lEP (to support the Column A present level of functioning 
indications) in the subject areas selected for coding under Column A. To be 
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Table P. 3 



f CATEGORIZATIOKS OF ACADEMIC AND FUNCTIONAL AKEAS 

(ITEMS 6 aod 7) 



■1. Readiag/Oral/WritteD 
Eagl'ish 



* 


r 


. * ACCEPTABLE 


' UNACCEPTABLE 


' ALTERNATIVES, 


ALTERNATIVES 


. * ^ — j 

Composition ^, 


Penmanship 


Listening skills 


bearing 


Public speaking^ 


Attentlj:>n span , 


Spelling 


Basic speech 




Alphabet 



2. Mathematics 



o 



Addition 


^ ^ r 

Counting 


Subtraction 


Telling time ^ 



3. Science 



4^ S6tijil Science : ^ 



5. ^General Academic 



o 



o 



o 
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Rocks 
Animals 


Seasons 
Telling time 
Health 




Social. studires 
Geography 


Personal 

adjustfnent 
Emotional 

adjustment 
History 




Counting 
Alphabet 
Recall 

Attention span 
Name^ address 
Telling time 
Seasons 


Spelling * 
Handwriting ^ 
Listening 

comprehension ' 


293 ■ 





Table P.3 (contj^nued 



6,'^ Oth^r Academic 



ACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



DNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



Art 


Recall 


Driver's Education 


Attention 


Music 




Health 




Home Econqmlcs 




History 





7. Social Adaptation * 



Accept l^its 


Biting . 


Accept 


Self- 


responsibility 


destruftivemes?^ 
'Agression/ 


Attendance probLlem 


Self-image 


violence 


Self-confidence , 


Honrespons^ 


Inappropriate 




response 





8, Self-help ^ 



Personal hygiene 
Use of .hearing aid 

or appliance 
Self-feeding " 
Dressing . 
Basic (independent) 

living skills 



Home Economics 
Cooking 



9. 'Emotional 



10- Physical Education 





Relating to ,peers 


Biting 


Self- 


Self-control 


destructiveness 


Positi.'<^e attitude 


violence - 




Honresponse . 






^ * 


- . . ^ ■ A 



Basketball 
Soccer 
Football 
Swimming 



Cobrdin/ti^nV,-; 
Walki^^^,^^^^^ 



Table p,3 (continued 



11. Motor Skills ' 



12.' Speech 



13, Visual Acuity 



14. Hearing 



15^ General Physical Health 




" ACCEPTABLE UNACCEPTABLE . 
ALTERNATIVES ^ ALTERNATIVES * 


Penmansblp 
-Coordination 
Manipulation 
of objects 


r 

Composition 

Basketball 

Efficiency 




Basic spe'ech 
Pronounciation 
Sound production^ 


Public speaking 
Sound 

discirimination 




Visual perception 
Visual-Motor 


Naming of objects 



Hearing 


Listeniiig skills 


Sound 


Use of hearing 


differentiation 


aid 




Medical data ^ 


Eyeglasses 


Medications 


Hearing 


Seizures 




Diet 




• 




* 
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16. Vocatioaa^/Prevocatioaal 



ACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



1 



UNACCEPTABLE 
ALTERNATIVES 



Career options 
Career training 
Career information 



Manual dexterity 
Carpentry 



i' 



/ 



2<JG 
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coded ia Column data was required to be objective (e^^>^' test scores^ 
formal observations) ^ and to be indicative of either deficiency or ajdequacy of 
functioning. Any academic or functional area that was coded under C61uini\ 
was required also to be coded under Column A> Broad biased test^ such as , 
Stanford-Binet ^ WISC, and PIAT were categorized under the general academic (5) 
subject area in Column B and were carried over as general academic into later 
columns including Item 7 columns where possible. For nontest'^related assess-^ 
ments to be acceptable for coding under Column B, 'they were required to be 
formal, prearranged^ and quantifiable (e.g.. ^ '^gross motor skills equals five 
/months") . Informal teacher observations made during normal class sessions 
were not considered as suppor^^inj data for coding under this column; however^ 
formal enervations were counted. 

3 . Item 6> Column rC " . t 

All Column A subject areas were coded under Column C where the I£P 
had indicated that a deficiency (rather than a hormalcy.or a .strength) existed. 
When the I£P contained no information as to whether an^rea lifted in Column A 
was one of deficiency or adequacy^ deficiency was assumed and that area was 
coded under Column C. Thus in order not to be coded under Column C, a Column A 
Subject area had to be specified as being an area' in which the student was 
adequate or 'above. For example, on Exhibit A one area (spelling*) was speci- 
fically .^^tated as being an area of adequacy and therefore was not' coded in 
Column C* All other functional and academic areas listed in Exhibit A were 
coded under Column C. 

In cases where supporting data were listed on the lEP in terms of grade 
or a-ge, comparisons were made^ with stated grade or age in order to determine 
whether or not a need existed. If no such comparisons were possible, need was 
assumed.' In areas where grade/age comparisons could be made based on infor-^ 
mation jcontalned in the I£P, any negative di^screpancy between actual grade/age 
and l^vel of functioning grade/age was- taken to be a deficiency. In Exhibit B, 
''psychomotor ^skllls'*^ and ''social adaptation** ar^ specified a$ b^ing adequate 
and therefore are not coded under Column C, whereas all other level of ^unc- 
tioning s%::^ements *are, * ^ ^ 

A. Item 6, Column D * 

To be coded under Column D, information regarding ''^adequacy" was 
required to be specified and not' implied. Only supportable evi^nce on the 
lEP that the student wa^ functioning adequately in a particular functional or ^ 

P,29 ■ 
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acadauic area, was' taken as sufficient for Column D coding. In cases. where*a 
student was said to have ,botk strength and weal^ness^in a, particular subject 
area, both Column C and Column D were '^oded (e , g. if the lEP staged that the 
student needed help in relating t<^ his peers, but that the student got along- 
well with adiilts, "7" was circled in both Column C and D) - ^rea coded 
under Cblumn D was required to also be coded under Column A. 
5* Item^ 6,- Column E / ^ , 

< ^ The number of annual goals, goals, ^or Icfng term objectives (or^ other 
ambiguous headings that dealt with b)road categories of expected outcomes) was 
entered for the appropriate academic/or functional areas under'Column E. In 
those cases where lEP /headings were adibiguous, an attempt was made to distin- 
guish between broad categories of expected outcomes and more specific categor* 
ies of expected outcomes, and to include on^y the former for^coding under' 
Column E. ' ' 

For purposes of Column E, each distinctive goal on the lEP was counted 
only once, eyen in tho$e cases where it appeared more than once. Highly 

'similar goals, that contained small but' significant differences, were counted 
as being separate goals, A single goal statement with more than one distinc-* 

«tLve part was counted as the sum total of the parts. Foip example, in Exhibit A 
each of ;the ^oals listed has two distinct parts, and is thus cojded as two 
separate goals. However, where a goal^ is broken down into its more specific 

subgoals, it is counted as a single goal (e,g,, "learn the vowels a, e, i, o, 

1^ 

was coulfeed as a single goal). " ' 

Wherever possible, goals were categorized ^ in the same subject areas as 
had been* selected for level of functioning, ^latches between Columns A and E ' 
were thus maximized where appropriate. All goals were assigned to a numbered 

category; some goals also were entered in the more specific lettered stibcate* 

\ * * H 

% 

goties, in which case they were required also to "be coded under the ^associated 
numbered category. 

Academic or functional 'area selection for lEP goals was perfonned using 
the ^same basic guidelines as were listed in .Table 3, Coders were asked to be 
more literal than deductive for this category selection process, Assi^ti^ns 
regarijing logical extensions of stated lEP information were discouraged. Thus 
although it may have seemed reasonable that a goal relating to '^retention" may 
well have had to do witli the subject area of "reading, aiich a deduction was 
not considered appropriate for area categorization. The correct coding for 
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-this "retention" goal was "5^"^ Gjeneral/Academic^ Exhibit A lists 'five goals 
that "are correctly categorized as followst* 3 .under General^Academic , and 2 \ 
under* Social Adaptation, Thes^ categories are correct based on cons,ide rations 
ot'cross column matching, as well as on considerations regarding the proper ^ 

categorization of individual goalsi ' 

* , r f * , . ^ . . , . 

6, Item 6^ Column F * . ^ 

To be coded under*Column F, the goal was required to ^meet three 
criteriaij (1) it was stated behaviordlly in terms' of what' the student would 
do an order fox the goal to i>e considered to be met; (2) it was stated in 
terms of criteria for success that wo^ld be considered indicative of the 
student having met or jiot met the goal; and (3) it was stated in a, manner that 
was judged to be logically consistent^* If any of the^ three -criteria were 
not met^ the ^oal did not qualify for Column F* For example^ a goal that 
stated that the student would "laarn to repair an automobile engine" did not 
qualify for Column F because it was not stated in terms of observable student 
behavior or of specific criteria indicative of , success. If a criteria state- 
ment was ad^ed to dhis go^ statement^ it still would not qualify for Column F 
Unless the' result was a statement that wa^ Judged to be logically consistent, 
the statement *^learn to repair an automobile engipe with 85 percent accuracy" 
would* not be considered to be a logical statement. 

In cases where* lEP goals were listed on a chart that collecte<J. additional 
information relating to those goals, the sum^total o^ infonnatiod available 
^yas used in judging whether or '^not the goal qualified for Column F. One goal 
in Exhibit B would be considered to qualify for Column F. It is listed on a 
chart as: "learn alphabet." Thp same chart provides the following supple- 

* r 

mentary information regarding this goal: ^ "repeat alphabet with no more than 
or^e error," Based 6n thes'^e two pieces^of information^ this goal qualifies* for' 
Column F coding as it states, tte ^expected behavior and the crita^on for 
Success in a manner that is rea&pnably clear. All other^oals ^hibits A 

and B do not Qualify for Column F coding. ^ '^^T^ 

7. Item 7^ -Column A \ ^ \ ^ 

Following , the sam^ system of categorization a3 was outlined for ; 
Item 6^ the coding of Item 7> Column A was conducted as follows. Column A 
coding included ''objectives^" , short-term_jbbje,ctives," and any objective-like 
material included under ambiguous heading wherein relatively specific expected 
outcomes were listed. Objytives were considered to be distinct from goals in 
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Jhat they were inore specific, and/or involveji a briefer time frame* In cases 

where the "obj ective*' heading existed, statements listed under this heading 

were counted, as objectives even when they would be more appropriately classified 

as^ goals* However, in c^ses where there were no headings, statements were 

taken to be .objectives if they were not .divisible into smaller parts (as 

opposed to goals if t4iey could be sS divided). , \ - ' 

The 9ounting of objectives differed from the counting of goals in that, 

for /purposes* of countfing objectives.* additional levels of specificity were 

^coasidei^d as constituting additiona 1 objectives , whereas^ such addi44«r^al 

leve^ of specificity w^re not considered to constitute additional goals. For 

exanipLe, the statement lis&sd earlier, ^^learn the vowels-a, e, i, o, u,*',was 

counted as a Single goal (if lifted as a goal), but as five objectives (if - ^ 

lisjc'ed as an obj-ective)^ For purposes of counting the objectives, compound 

ttegorl^S' alsQ became an important fa.ctor. In the case of a cojppound category 

connected by the word ^^and^^^* each pos&ible combination of category and specific 

entry waisi^counted . For example the objective "Will Iparn to recognize and 

pronounce the vowels a, e, i, o, was counted as a total of 10 objectives; 

five pertaining ^t9 . recognition , and five per'taining to pronunciation. In 

cases where the word '*or'* connejcteil two categories, each specific entry under 

ttese categ^ri^s was 9ouated only once. For example,, the statement will . 

learn to recognize or pronounce^the vowels a, e, i, o, and u** was counted as a 

.tc^Jtal of fiVe objectivest . /* ^ . , 

Wherever possible subject area categories selected in Item 6, Column A 

(present level of functioning) and Item 6, Column E (goals) were maintained in 

Item 7, Column A (objectives)- This^was done even in cases where to do so ^ 

required^the pla^cement of an objective in a less*than*ideal category in "Brder 

that such a match be accomplished. Thus category placement was considered to 

b^ of lesser importance than cr*£s*colunm relationships in c^&es where it 

. ■ ^ ^ *^ 'h, ' 

seemed evident thaj* the lEP; had. arttempted a follow-through of **need" with a 
matching goat atid/or objective.. Thus* coders were asked to look for evidence^ 
on •the lEP that an.objective had logically followed froifl a goal Shd/or that a 
goal had ^ogically followed from a deficiency in level-of-fuqctioning. 
Following*this rationale, coders were considered justified in movihg a "mathe- 
tnatics" objective., for example, from the "mathematics" category to the "general 
academic** category if by so doing an existing match would-be reflected. 
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In the case that objectives were written in terms referring to an estab- 
lished standard curriculum, the counting aqid categorizing of those objectives 
was accomplished' by referring to that curriculum (a , copy of which was collected 
during the f^eld task and included with the'^IEP), The n^ber of objectives 
that were counted and categorized through use of the standard curricu'lum also 
were^ 'entered, in *Column C (Item 7)» Th^'tolumh C totarls of objectives taken 
from'a copy* of an established curriculum were required to be less than or 
equal to the totals of tJbjectives coded (for each raaj^r academic or functional 
area) in Column A. , 

For Exhibit A, the count. and plaicement of objectives in Column A is as 
follows: 6'objectives in "5," 1 objective In "7," 2 objectives in "8," 2 
objectives in "10," and 1 objective in "11/' Thus, the total number of objec- 
tives for Exhibit A/fs' 12. 

8*^ Item 7 , Column B 

For an objective to*be entered in Column B, it was required to meet 
,the same criteria as was descipibed in the discussion of Item 6,^ Column F 
(^here pertaining to goals)^ Thus, objectives listed under Column B were 
required 16 (1) state in terms of observable . behavior , what the student was - 
required to do in order to be considered to have met the objective, (2) state 
the standard or criteria by which the student would be judged- to have met or 
not met -that objective, and (3) state both the expected behavior and its 
associated standard (criteria) in a manner, that was judged to be logically 
consistent* Where the objective was^ stated in terms that were not considered 
to be" observable (e-g-| **t6 know" "to understand") that objective was not 
considered to qualify for 'coding under Column B- As with goals, objectives . 
-were judged based on the sum total o^ information provided with the objective* 
Thus information appearing on a chart with an objective was counted as part of 
the objective, .Exhibit A contains three objectives that qualify for entry in 
Columh B- ^'or each of these three objectives, qualit^f is increased by material 
that is included with the, objective on a charts The objectives which qualify , 
for Column^B are: "recognition and retention of alphabet" (equals two objeci- 
tives), and "put things aufay without being told more than once," - ^ 

9 • Item 7, golumri 6 

Objective^ were coded urider Column A when they were not actually 
written in the^ lEP, but instead were re'ferences to a copy of a standard curri- 
culum or standard list of objectives- The total number of objectives in each 



category ilndej: tljis coluum thus should be less thati;or equal to the number of 
object^lves assigned, to each academic or functional ^rea in Colunin, A; no objec- 

,tive lisJted in Column C stould properly be excluded from Column '^A. 
10* Item 7, Column D - ' . 

Objectives entered under Column A were also entered under Column D 
if the lEP provided evidence that those pbj ectives were to be iqet in the. 
regular .classroom. For example, in Exhibit A', the lEP states that t)hysi9al 
education will be provided in a regular program setting. Thus tfie two 
education objectives, basketball and baseball, would qualify for listing und^r 

-Column * 




G/ Item 8 ^ 

All objectives listed in Item 7 were placed in their respective time 

frames in Item 8, Thus the total number of- objectives in Item 7 and the total 

number of objective^ in' Item 8 were required to be equals The determination 

of time frame for a given objective was based on its best associated beginning 

and ending date as stated (or implied) by the lEP, In cases where an lEP 

included several possible ^ates by which the 'beginning and the ending of an 

objective time frame could be established, the following priority system was 

established for the tion of tK3 "Best" date for this purpose. Chart A, 

. and Chart B contain additional informatloh pertaining to the date se^lection 

' t I * 

process and the date categorization processes which are further explained 

below.. ' • 1 1 ' 

The date selection process for begimding date was performed' by using the 

following priority system: (1) use the bWinning dat^ of short-term objective, 

(2) if no objective date, use the beginning date given for thjg goal with which 

the objective is as^sociated, (3) if no goau^date, use tile date services are to 

begin, (4) if no begiuning-of-service date\ use the date the lEP was signed or 

dated*,, (5) if no lEP date, ose the word "^nnualV C^) if no word "annual,'* 

place the objective in Category e. 

The selection of a ending date for uselin Item 8 was based on the follow- 

ing priority system; (1) use the ending daQe given for the obj ective , (2) if 

no objective ending date, use tlie ending daW given for the goal with which 

the objective was associated, *^3) if no goaB date, use the, ending date for 

service to be provided, (4) if no end of seAvice date, use the lEP review 
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SELECTION OR "BEST DATES" 



Beginning'^ 



Date 



la • 




^End ing 




303 



304 



CHART B' 
DATE CATEGORY DEFINITIONS 



* a 




Aiigust Scpteml^er October f\Noveraber December ' January 'February \ I 



March 



April 



ON 



.TOTAL OF* 
NerBJECTIVES 




Hay 



June 



etc. 



* Ambiguous Januarji goes ^either way 
(E If begin date, L If ending' date). 



a 
b 
c 

d 

T 
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*date, (5), if to lEP- ^refview date, use the w6rd annual, (6) if no word annual, 

^ * ' 'A - * " 

list t^he objectivej ia Category e (see Chart A)- ^ 

When tb^ ^J^^ ^^8i^%i^8 ending dates on the lEP had been identified, 

•the objective *,was placed ^in one of the five time frame categories. Chart B 

. portrays ; the'' basic system for this^category placement* This system, however, 

* / '* <J i ' ' ' * '* 

was consiifeced*to be sufficiently flexible to provide for placement of objec- 
tives in ttiosb cases where none of the categories was entirely appropriate. 
In suc^ cas&s,* efforts were made to select the most appropriate of the avail* 
ab*le Categories, . • * 

1, Response Option a 

. An objective was coded in Category a if the beginning date for that 
objective fell during the ^tart^of the.§chool year (August, Septefubef^ or 
October) And if the ending date for that ^ objective occurred- before January 16. 
In Exhibit ^ all 12 objectives would be coded 'in Category a/ 

2. Response Option b 

^ Tor placement in Category b, the beginning date for the objective 

was January 16 or thereafter^ and, the ending date fojr that ^objective was at 
some point before the Octi^ber start of the next school year. 
3* Response Option c * . 

For placement in Category c, the beginning date for the objective 
' 'vas at the beginning of the school year (August, September, or October) and 
the ending date for tbe objective was at the end of the school year (April, 
May, June^ or later)* Objectives which spooned more than a full year were 
also included in this category as were objectives whose "best'^^date was the 
word "annual/* ^ - ' , - 

^ 4, Response Option ij , ^ 

Placement in CatTegory d occurred when the .beginning date of the 
obje<;tiVe vbs after October and when the ending date ^or the oTjjectave was 
before April- Any pair of dates located witnin *the six month period between 
* November' 1 and March 31" qualified the objective, for placefuent in Category d, 
5, Response* Option e ' \ 

Category e was used pnly in those cas&s where there existed on the 
lEP no pair of dates and no word "aimual" from which^^the time frame of the' 
objective could be deduced/ : - ' 

The mid-poinf of the school ""year was taken as being ^nuary 15 * In cases 
where Jthe I£P did not stated the 3pe<;ific ^ate in January, the, date was allocated 

t ■ 
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to tbe category deemed most appropriate, por exaoip'j^, , obj ective tbat 
spanned from September tbrougb January was coded S/a,,^*rg^ad an objective tbat 
spanned from January through April was coded *8*b, ^in Ca^ses wbere no category 

J'^ * 

was ideal, selection was based primarily on leij^th of time represented. 
Thus an objective wbicti spanned more than six mdilt^^ y^s placed in Category c 
even in those instances where the objective did (lotl begin at the beginning of 
the school year and end, at the end, of the school year. Aa objective that 
spanned^a period of six months , or less, aod that did not ideally fit either 
category 6, a, 8*b, or 8-d (due to some irregularity in the overlap of time 
frames) , was placed in the category most representative of the staged time 
frame for the objective* For example, an objective that spanned from October 
through February did not strictly fall into e'ither 8. a or 8.d, but was placed 
in' 8.d based on the fact that the majority of the represented time fell in 
that category, , ' > 

J tern 9 

The coding of Item 9 was based on whatever evidence the lEP contained as 

to whdt proportion (or amount) of timeithe student was to spend in a special 

educatiop program. When the lEP contained no such information, a check 'V* 

was entered in Item ^9* Wherever possible, however, calculations were made as 

to app^ximate tim^ in special education. In t:he case where the lEP contained 

information as to time spent fn the regular prognam, calculations were per- 

* 

formed based on the subtraction of regular program time ^from 100 percent or 
from 1,S00 minutes (whichever was appropriate). 

^ In cases where time-in*program was not specified, certain standard c^li^u-* 
la t ions and time assumptions were made. A single class was equated t^ a 
single hour and was computed at the rate of SO minutes in 3n hour. A single 
day wad equated to 300 minutes, and a week was equated to 5 days. Time given 
in minutes was converted froii^ a 60-minute to a 50-minute hour for the sa^e of 
uniformity in calculation. After all appropriate conversions and calculations 
.weife made, the total time-in-program (either percent or minutes per week) was 
entered in Item 9 within the following limits. Peifcent could not exceed 100, 
and minutes per week cQuld hot exceed 1,500. In cases wher^ minutes per week 
were .calculated to be more than the 1500-'minute limit, the 'number entet^ in 
Item ft was ISOOi^'^ - ' » ^ 
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In calculating time* in*prog ram for the special scti(>ols , there were no 
special assumptions made regarding the amount of time in the spWf.al program. 
Thus a child in. a special school was not automatically coded as being involved 
in special education 100 percent of the time. With special school lEPs, as 
well as regular school lEPs , calculations were p^rform&d^-on actual informtion 
contained in the lE^. 

In those cases' where the lEP contained two conflicting pieces of informa* 
tion (e . g, , two different percentages of time: in special education) , the 
higher amount was entered ip Item 8* Ambiguous '^statements such as *'four times 
per week" were computed as four sessions lasting one 50-minute hour each (or 
200 minutes per wjeek)^ In all cases where Column B was circled on Item 3/19, 
some entry other than "V" was required on Item 9. , 

The time calculated for Item 9 was based o& time in special service only, . 
and did not include time in related Service. For purposes of this distinction, 
''special education service'' was^ taken to be activities that replaced regular 
.instruction. ^'Related services" was taken to be activities that fell outside 
both the regular instructional program and the special instructional program 
replacing it (all or part)* 

I. ' Item 10 

Services that did not qualify for coding in Item 9 due to the fact that 
they did not replace ^'regular instruction,*' were .coded in Item 10. The services 
of interest for this item were those which involved supplementary developmental, 

y * 

corrective, and supportive services provided the student in order t6 increase 
the benefit from the special 'education program that had been planned and was 
being provided.^ For-example, "eye examination^' (Jfound in Exhibit A) was 
considered to be a '-^related service" and was coded as 10.3. An item such as 
^language therapy'* was ^ generally considered to ,be part of the time in the 
school program ("special /education service'*) and thifs was not coded as a ^ 
"related service." Counseling that took place as part of the educational ^ 
program was coded^as a "special education service," (Item 9), whereas counsel* 
ing which, took place outside of both the regular and special educational 
{rrogram was coded as a "related se^ice" (Item 10). 

Evaluation proceedings on which the lEP was based. (e.g., present-level-, 
of*functioning assessment activities) were n6t coded under Item 10. Interim 
assessments and psychological services that log]^cally couVift not be considered 
a part of the lEP were coded/in 10:7. ^ * * 
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^- Item ll- ' . ' . 

The coding of Item 11 involved judgment as to whether or not the I£P 
contained a statement of the rationale for placem^t\ For purposes of this 
itam, it was not considered to be necessary for the I£P to have a heading for 
<his information. Thus the relationship between Item' 11 and Item 3.15 f'r^tion- 
ale for. placement or services") was not a reciprocal one. If Item 3.15, 
Column ^ circled it was required that 11.1 ("no statement"), not be circled. 
Thus if some form of rationale for placement was found during the coding of. 
Item 3, this wa& considered sufficient to qualify the I£P for the circling of 
either I1..2 or 11.3. However, the fact that Item 3.15 Column B was not circled 
(indicating there was no information entered under the heading for rationale 
for placement), did nqt necessarily mean that it contained no rationale state- 
ment usable in Iteb^ ITI, Of primary consideration for this item was what 
information could be found in the I£P, and not what headings^ had been provide^ 
by the lEP format* * - - 

If the *I£P contained no rationale ^statement , ll.l was circled. Jit the 
I£P contained some statement of rationale, a judgment was made as to whether - 
that statement did or did not add to the balance of the I£P. Statements that 
were obvious or irrelevant were judged to add nothing to the balance of the 
I£P and' were coded 11*2. The rationale statement found, in £xhibit A provides 
an example of such a statement* Statements that provided jsome piece of infor* 
mation not otherwise contained in the I£P qualified the I£P for a code of ^ 
11.3. The statement pf rationale found in £xhibit B discusses the student^s 
need for individual attention and the expectation that this need wot^ld be* 
provided for through the recommended placement. \ Tl^is is considered to add 
information to the balance of the I£P and thus qualifies to be coded as. 11*3. 
Other examples of comments that would be cod^ 11.3 are: -''decreased student- 
teacher ratios/' "special needed facilities,'* and ^'specialists and/or program ^ 
qualities necessary/* Rationale statements that merely state "need" were not 
considered to qualify the l£P for codiiig under 11*3. * / 

K. Item 12 , \ * ' ^ 

Item/12 was coded based on the highest rating that could be supported by 
evidence in thef I£^ Categories 1 through 4 on Item 12 are in descending ' 
order by quality. #Thus the 'I£P with higher quality informatioji received a , 



lower code Dumber for this item, Date^' were considered to be. sufficiently 
specific for this item even if given only in terms of months and not month/day. 

In Order to qualify for 12 . 1 , the lEP was required to have some global 
statement of beginatng date(s) of service. In cases where '^beginning date'* 
was limked to objectives (e^g., by way of a chart) the beginning. date infor- 
mation was Dot considered to be global and thus, did not qualify t^e lEP for 
coding under 12^1. , 

In cases where -an I]gP listed a date within the t^me scope of the lEP 
under a heading such as "enrollment date/' this was t^ken to be a ^'beginning' 
of service'* date and was considered to be acceptable for coding under 1^,1^ 
However, when i similar heading contained an entry that- fell at some point 
outside the. time scope of the lEP, this was not taken to be an a^pro*priate 
subs ti tut ion\fo r beginning date , and was not u&ed for purposes of codii^g 
Item 12* Thi9y required XhzX. other dates on the I£P be used, 

A code of\l2.2*was circled in, tliose cases where aL least one date that 
was given with goals or objectives was clearly a date specifying when work on 
the, goal, or objective would begin. For purposes of this' response^ othei^ 
goal/objective-related dates were disregarded (e.g., those' that pertained to 
when the objectiveXwould be mastered, when evaluation of the objective would 
take place, or whenVhe objective was expected to be completed). The wording 
(or even the presence^ of headings requesting the beginning dates for goals 
and objectives was notXconsidered to be of primary importance for the purposes 
of' this item. The m&im consideration was^whether or not the date listed with 
the goal or objective clearly pertained to the beginning of work o^ tliat goal 



or objective. All dates providing such information yere considered s^ufficient 
fo^ a code of* 12.2- \ 

Category 12.3 was used in all cases where there was some ^^inferior" means 
whereby it was possible to deduce the beginning of I£P service^ An I£P quali* 
fied for 12*3 even in cases where the only date applicable to the issue , of 
beginning of services was a-^date such as the date of the I£P, the date of 
participants' signatures, the word "annual,*' or the specification of a year 
span (such as 1978*79)/ If the I£P*s objectives had been coded as falling 
within some time span on Item 8. A, 8*B, 8.C^ or 8.D, it was required that the 
lEP be assigned a code on Item 12 reflecting that there had been some source 
of infqnnation *6n the lEP from which beginning date could be deduced (e.g., 
either 12.1, 12*2, or 12-3 was circled). 
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The code**pf was reserved for those cases where the lEP contained no 

possible source from whicii beginning date, of service could be deduced. In any 
instance Where 3.I7.B (date services to begin) was circled in Item 3^ the code 
^of 12*4 could not be used for Item 12. ' ^ * 

Item 13 ' 

As with Item 12, Item 13 was .coded .by selecting, the highest rating that 
could be supported by evidence found on the lEP. Again .the code choices were 
in descending order, and a lower nuafber code indicated-^ higher quality of 
duration date information. For purposes of this item, duration infonnation 
could be expressed in two possible ways. Filrst, it could be stated as a span 
o^ tttne (e.g., two months) » and second it could be stated in 4:enns of a pair 
of dates (beginning date and ending date). 

1/ Response Option 1'3.1 

y * ■ ■ 

To qualify for a cod^ of 13.1, a global statement regarding the 
^ ■ . 

entire lEp was considered joe^ssSry. Specific information as to duration of 
individual goals' or objectives was not counted for 13.1. A year span such as 
1978*1979 was .accepted as a global statement of duration only if it was speci- 
fied as such (e.g., by a heading such as **Duration of , Services**) . In Exhibit A, 

i 

the duration of services was stated specifically in terms of a start and an. 

end date, and thus was code<f^as a 13.1. 

2. Response Option 13.2 

An lEP qualified for the code of 13.2 in. any case where the goals or 

objectives were directly linked to dates that clearly delineated the duration. 

The wording (e.g. ^ the existence of specific headings) used to collect >Aiis 

iitformatibn was n'ot consi^jered to be of primary importance for purposes of 

this item, and thus all relevant infonnation (with or without lieadings) vas . 

used regardless of where it appeared on the lEP. In Exhibit B, starting date ^ 

and ending dates are listed on a chart with ^he goals and objectives, and thus ■ 

• ■ 

would-be coded 13.2. ^ 
,3. Response Option 13-3 

The code af 13.3 was used in those cases where the lEP contained any. 
other source of duration information. This infonnation could be in any form 
including a date of the lEP plus an lEP review date, the word ^'annual,** or a 
year span such as 1978*79. It was not necessary that there be a heading that 
stated that such infonnation pertained to duration of service. 
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. Response Option 13. A _ ^ ^ 

The code of 13. A was used for a specific type of lEP duration state* 
ment ;^herein the lEP did not specify a particular end 'point , to servicf'es, but 
rattie r stated thai services would continue ^*as long as neede(^, ** This was a 
code reserved for cases Qhere the '^as^ long as needed" statement created the 
appeamnce that services could continue indefinitely because the lEP^ had no 
accompanying statement regarding a planned end point. . If the lEP contained an 
ehdingAstatement as well as an ''as long as needed*' statement, it was got coded, 
as *13,A^but ^instead w^s doded 13.1, 13.2, or 13<3 as appropriate. 

5-' Response Option 13.5 ^ , . ^ ^ 

^ Tt^e, <:ode of 13;5 was reserved for those *IEPs that included n<K,infor/ 
mation through which duration of services could be deduced and no statement of 
"as long as needed/' If a time frame for objectives was specified under 
Item 8, it was required that Item 13 be coded- as something other than 13.5. 
^Iso in those case% wh^re Column ^^-w'^s circled 'On Item 3.18, the lEF was 
considered to ^have some possible source -af^ duration information, and was not 
to 'be coded as a* 13-5. v^i,;. 

■ " ' - ' \ - ' '% ' 

M. Item lA . 

The ''evaluation" referred to by Item lA was that which was planned for 
use to determine whether or not lEP objectives had been met, and was not the 
evaluation used~to recommend pTacemenf for" "the student (e.g., level of func- 
^tioning data). Thus, a heading of ''evaluation^' was used for this item odl'y in 
those cases where the response clearly pertained to the evaluation that would 
follow or be included, in the special education program rather than to the 
evaluation that had preceeded it^ 
1. Response Option lA^l 

An lEP qualified *for coding under lA . 1 in those cases where thjs 
short-term objectives provided or were linked with a statement that speci^i-^ 
^cally and clearly indicated how t'he student's success in 'achieving that objec- 
tive would be' evaluated. An lEP wherein more than one half of 'the objectives 
were judged to be "A logical statement of expected behavior" to an acceptable 
standard" (as seea by the percentage of objective^ that qualified for Item 7, 
Column B) was considered to qualify for a code ^f lA.l. Thus, for purposes of 
thiS' item, clearly, stat^ objectives were seen to give clear indication as to 
evaluation procedure. 
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2, 



Response Option - ■ • in 

The c'Cide b-f lA.2 was used in those, cases- wheife the 



IP CO uld not be 

coded as 1^.1 and where it lAcluded a specific stateiftent as to what evaluation 
procedure woulij'^e us.ed to^', determine student success in accomplishing stated 
objectives (Where sucb u s^ta^tement' was not"* linked in a on&-xo**one relationship 



with the: individual; objectives) , In order to Qualify for 1^*2 (rather than 
14^3) (be statement of evaluation wa^ required to be one £hat was classifiable 
-4S..bein%- *'preciS5e-* This was taken to mean that the statement must be suffi- 
ciently clear that' ^ person unfamiliar with the student would know from reading 
Jthe 'evaluation procedure, statement p-recisely^ how to perform the evaluation 
•,tl^erein recommended- For exampde, the statement 'readminister the Goldman- 
Fristoe Test of Articulation'* would be tak& as a sufficiently precise directive 
to qualify for coding under 1A.2, 
3. Response Option 

The code* of 1A.3 was use3 in ali^cases where the^IEP coujil not be 
coded lA.l or 1A,2, but, where it included any quality objective or any quality 

evaluation procedure statement for evaluating the stated objectives, regard- 

* *^ ^ 

less of how minimal that quality was* For this code there were no standards 

' ^"^^ ' ' % 

of specificity, relevance, or clarity* Thus any procedure statement or any 
short-term objective was cDi^idered "as sufficient^ for some type of deduction 
as, tQ how |:Re evaluation of the lEP objectives would , be conducted. Exhibit A, 
for example, does not include a predominance 'of clear objectives, but does 
include ,some objectives iionetheless* It would thus be codeid as a 1A.3 under 
this item/ ' ' * ^ ^ - 

V A . Response Option 14* A * ' , . / 

■ This xode was i^served for lEPs on which the^e were no evaluation 
procedure statements and no short*term 6bje^tives from which could be deduced 
any hiq^as to bow the evaluation jvould be conducted. It was considered 
^inappropriate to^ circle 1A*A in tho^e, cases where Item 3*29*B, or 3,33*B had 
been circled, or whe^re at least one objective had beeiH^entered in Column A of 
Item 7, AttlEP which contained no objectives ((m, Item 7) received an autQfuatic 
code of 1A*A* * O 



N. Item 15 ' ^ 

, The coding choices for Item 15 were in descending order* The coding 
i>ro<;edure was to select the highest code rapk (or^'lowest number) that could^ 
be supported by evidence found in the lEP,. • ^ / 

. P.A4 ^ ^ 



1* Response Option 15^/1 - j' . ^ 

*^ To be coded 15.1, an lEP was reqi^ired t6 have a list of dates which 
was clearly intended to be an evaluation fechedule for the lEP objectives* 
This list of dates, was sometimes called an '^evaluation Schedule** by a heading 
on the lEP* It sometimes appeared as being separate from ^he objectives and 

mctimcs appeared on a chart accompanying the 9bjectiyes* In cases where the 
lER objectives were on a chart and were Jinked one to one with dat^s that "were ■ 
Specified as being evaluation dates or review dates (here referring t<? review 
date of dbjective and not review date of lEP) the code of 15,Twas used. A 
series of dates listed under a heading such as ''progress reports** was also 
acceptable for *vl5.} code. 

2* Response Option 15.2 . \ ^ ^ 

An lEP: coiild qualify for a code o£ 15.2 in cases where the dateCs)' 
recorded with the short"* term objective's) were called something other than 
"evaluation schedule** or "review of objectives.** Examples of other types of 
headings that were found with pbjectiveCs) and were considered to qualify for 
15*2 coding were: ^'end date of objective," '*expected mastery date,*^ and **date 
objective to be completed.*' , A. code of 15.2 could be used even in' cases where 
only a siagle date was recorded with the objectiveCs) - Objective time frames 
defined ^by the headings of the lEP Ug-I three month objectives) were accepted 
as adequate for 15*2 coding. 

3. Response Option 15 >3 

In the cas? that there were no 'dateCs) included with the short-tertn 
objectiveCs), or where those dateCs) included were seen to pertain to the 
begiaaing of work qn the objectiveCs) and not to tb^ end Cor evaluation) of 
work on ObjectiveCs), the lEP was searched for less ideal dates from which an 
evaluation schedule could be deduced. For all lEPs Having at least one o^i^- 
tive listed in Item 7, the existence of any date indicative of lEP duration 
(Item 13,1, 13-2f or 13, 3> was of sufficient quality to qualify the* lEP' for 
15/3 coding. -Dates such as '*IEP review date,'* '*end of service date,'* or even ^ 
the word '*annuaiy were sufficient for the code of 15.3. However, these dates 
were usable only in conjunction ftith.the lEP objectiveCs). In cases where the 
lEP included no objectiveCs), such. dates were not considered usable, and a 
code of ,15. A was entered. " ^ ' ^ 

iA» Response Option 15. A 

The 15 < A code was used in cases where there were no lEP objectives 
to be tonsidered in conjunction*; with dates from which an evaluation schedule 
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Exhibit A 




^EXHIBIT A 



*^^INDIVl6tJALIZED EDUCATION PROGRAM (lEP) 



DATE 



1. NAME 



ATTENDANCE &ECORD . 



GRADE- 



BIRTHDATE 



HANDICAP 



PRESENT LEVE;, OF FUNClXi»fiNG ^ 



3, 



SSto 



PLACEMENT COMMITTEE MEMBERS 

/ ' , ^ iff- ' " 



POSITION 



4.' PARENT SIGNATURE 



I agree with- th^ Individualized Education Program (lEP) 
for my chilJl/ ] 




(signature of parent or guardian) 



NOTE; All information enured on' this 
exhibit is fictitious* 
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5. EDUCATIONAL SERVICES 



Special Ejiucatlon 
and/or Bupport 
Serv ices Needed 

^ 



Starting Date 



Ending Date 



^ Responsible 
for Service 



Planned 
Review Date 



.6. ANNUAL GOALS (Prioritized)^ 



V 



SHORT-TERM OBJECTIVES 


8- CRITERIA FOR MASTERY 


^ 9 TFCHNIOUES AMD ' ' < 
14ATERIALS 








n 


= * 


1 










* 




; 1 








* 








1 ' 








- / ' ' • 










J- 


1 


' —I 


' r 

' J 



10. JUSTIFICATION OF t>LACEMEHT 



11. TIME IN REGULAR PROGRAM 



lEP EVALUATION CHECKLIST 



Fom Ko 1 ... '2 - lEP No. £xJ}i^t 'r rj 

funding .Source . . 1 . . .2 . . 3 . ^ 4 • ' Rater . 

1* How many pages are ia the lEP? ^ ^ 

2% Whicli of tlie following apply to this lEP? 

(Circle all that apply) 

Is iyped ; , ' : 1 " 

Is liaQdwritteQ'but easy to read 4 . . . 

Is hiadwrittea aad difficult to read . 3 

Amount of space provided limits aumb^ of aimual goals . 

AmouQt of space provided limits aumber of short- term ^^^^ 
objectives \ . , 

Total lEP consists of separate lEPs from different teachers 

or service sources ^ 6 

lEP consists of a "placement''* document and an "iinplementation'* 
document . . * ' , , . 1 



For which of the following does the lEP form have a specific h€?ading 
(A)? For which of the headings has information been entered (B)? 

< A B 

' information 

Includes Has Been 
Heading Entered 

Student's age or birthdate ^* / - - 

Student's grade level .^)- . , .^2) 

Student's sex . \ . ; . . \ 3 . . ; . . 3 

Student's race 4 4 

Student's primary language . 5 5 



Present level of performance information . , * * 

Assessment data to support present level 

of performance 7 7 

Date of the assessment of present lev^l 

of performance . . ^ . , . , ^ 8 

Nature of student'^ handicap 9 

Student's streihgths . . - 10 10 

Student* s ^special Interests 11 11 

Student's school attendance record * - - (l2) 
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(contituic<l) 



; - , laformatioa 

' ' lacludes Has Beca 
4 Headjqg^ Entered 

Placement dSs^otnmeadatloa * . - 13 . * /*13 

Service^ iVspecial'' or "related"); to be provided , (T^ • . • • (t^ 

Rationale for plaV:eineiIt or ^ervicfas AS) • • » . QD 

Personnel.|fesponsible for s^vic^fs ^(^* • ■ ■ 

Date service is to begin , J ^) * • - • (Tj) 

Anticipated duration of service (Tp- • • . ^Is). 

Recoasmended extent" of p^rticipa^tipn in regular ^^^^^ 

program : ' Q?) • • . . 



Physical education needs ' • 20 / . • • .20 

Date of preparation of lEP " - ■ • ■ 

Participants in the lEP process - - - - 

Signature of Individuals who approved the lEF : . .23 23 

Titles of individuals who approved the lEP • • • • . . . . 

Parental approval ^ . . • . ^ 

Results of parental notification . • . 26 26* 

Anmial goals . . . . : 

Priority listing of annual goals (Ss) • . -: (^ 

Short-term objectives • > \ . . . . . . . . 

Recommended instructional materials, resources, 

strategies, or techniques • • . - uO) ■ • • • Ufi) 



,Date short-'tenn obj^ectives met -^v .31 ^ . * * .31 



Proposed evaluation criteria . ^ • 




■ ©• ■' 


. .■ @ 


Proposed evaluation procedure * . 












. .34 . . 


. . .34 






• ©- *. 


. , 0 






.36 . . 


. . .36 














. .38 . . 




Other 




. .39 . . 


- . .39 




\ • 


. .40 . . 


. . .40 



Which Aad how oaoy of e^ch bf the following w^r^ participaats in th^ I£P 
procetfl (A)7 Which aaa >ov May of ^ach tfiga^d the I£P (B)?* 



c. 

f. 
S* 

j- 

1; 

D* 
O* 



Participated 
in the 
ProceagL 



B 

Signed 
the 
I£P 



He^ultr clasfftooo teacher ^ 

Special education .teacher 

Physical educati^ teacher 

Speech or language therapist' * . . . . ^ 

Physical or occupational therapist . . . 

Other therapist^ * . . / 

One of- th^^ above, but can't tell vhich . / 

Qualified LEA representative / 

Principal or assistant principal ... * ^ 

School Tflpresentative . . . ^ 

Supervisor (or facility supervisor) . . . 

Cas^ manager p chairperson, program 

loanager^ or program coordinator * . . . . ^ 

School psychologist or psychoatetrist . . ^ 

Counselor 

Social worker 

Hurse 



(Write 
/ 



Parent^ guardian, or surjrogate . ^ . . . t_ 

The student - 

Name without noting position /_ 

Other . * / 



in numbers) 

/ 



Which of the foHowing is true of the I£P format regarding the provision for 
parental} guardian^ or surrogate approval? Does the lEP show disapproval ? 

(Circle one of the 
^ first six pufflbers; 

circle 7 if ^appropriate. ) 

Approval (or disapproval) woulid be for the en^ir^ I£P - ^ 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for annual^als 

but not for short-tenn objectives 2 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for part but not . * 

all of the short-tenn objectives . . 3 ^ 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for services to 

ho provided but not for annual goals or short*term objectives . . . 4 ' 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for some polrtion of ^ 
the lEP; but Cannot determine what would be approved S 

Ho'/^lace for approval or disapproval is provided 6 

The lEP was disapproved - / ? 
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Are preseat level of fu&ctioalcig (A) tod supporting 4iata (B) TTstt^KC aJL th t f ojfto wi functional 
trett? to-vhicb fuactiontl areas 4t there a 3tatei&ent or a clear IndicatioaTfoiD the supporting 
data that apecial education is needed (C)? In wblcb fuoc£ioa4l areas is there a stateinent or 3 
clear indication froo tbe supporting data that speciaL education is not needed (D)? How many 
aoQual goals. are listed for each fu&ctional area (£)? How many annual goals listed for each 
futtctioiul area incV^ude a logical atatement of expected behavior to, a specified standard (F)? 



1, 



Present 
Level of 
Functioning 
Listed 



B 



Number 

Supporting Special Special of 
Data Education Education Goals 
Listed Heeded Hot Heeded Listed 



Reading or oral or 
written English .... 

a. Oral expression .... a 

b. Listening coop reheos ion. b *. 

c. Written expression * * * c . 

d. Spelling 

e. Basic reading skill . , e . 

f. Reading comprehension . f . 



Hiunber of Goals 
That Include a ^ 
Logical Statement 
of £xpe<^ed 
Behavior to a 
Specified Standard 



Katbeoatics . . . . r .{j)* 

a. Mathematics calculation* a . 

b. Mathematics reasoning . b . 



3* Science 

4. Social ^science * 

5* General academic 

6. other academic 



:6: 



7' Social adaptation * 

8* Self-help ^kxi]k . 

9. Snotional . * ^ . . 

10. Physical Education 



. 9 . 
.10 . 



» a . 

. b . 

. c , 

. e , 

. f , 



. 9 
.10 



Q 



6: 



10 



o. 

a * 
b * 
c . 

O 

e . 

f . 



b^ 



9 

10 



11. Motor skills . * . 
a* Gross motor skills 
b. Fine motor skills 

12* Speech 

13, Visual acuity .... 

14. Hearing 

15* General Physical Health 



.11 



.11 



. b 



11 

,a 
b 



12 



.13 



.13 



as 



.1* 



15 



12 
13 
14 
15 



11 
a 
b 



12 
13 
U 
15 



16* Vocational /pre vocational 



a-. Career awareness 



exploration 
preparation 



.16 
. a 
. b 



16 



16 
a 
b 



17. Other ft^tlooal 



.17 



A7 



17 



16 
a 
b 



17 



32. 



p. 56 



Hov ataay staort-term objectives are listed for eact^ functional area (A)? How 
maay short-term objectives listed for each fuactioaal area iaclude a logical 
statemeat of expected behavior to a specified standard (B)?- Hov many of 
the objectives clearly are a part of a atandard curriculum (C)? Hlw many are 
intended to be^et in the regular classroom (D)? 



1^ Reading or oral or 
written English . . 



Number of 

Short-Term 

Objectives 



B 

Kumber of 
Objectives that 
Include ^« Logical 

Statement of 
Expected Behavior 
* to a Specified 
Standard 



a. Oral expression . . . . 

b. Listenings comprehension 

c. Written expression . . . 

d. Spelling 

e. Basic reading skill. * * 
t* Reading coEOprehension. . 



Number of 
Objectives 
That Aire 
Part of 4n 
Established 
Curriculum 



D 

r 

iNumber of 
Objectives 
To Be Het 
In Thft 
Regular 
Classroom 



2. Mathematics . . . . . . ' . . 

a. Mathematics calculation 

b. Matbematics reasoning. . 



3i Science \_ * * 

4. Social science. . . ^ . . . . . 

5. General academic. ..... £ . . 

6. Other academic 

7- Social adaptation . . . . ^. / . . 

8. Self-help skills £ 

9, Emotional ? 

10, Physical Education .... ^ . . 



4 



11. 



12. 
13- 
14, 



Motor skills * ^ * . 

a. Gross motor skilly 

b. Fine motor skills 

Speech 

Visual acuity .... 
Hearing 



15* General physical bealtb 



16, Vocational/prevocaXiqnal 
a« Career awareness^ . . 

b. Career exploration . \ 

c. Career preparation . : 



17. Other functional ^* 



8,.. How tnany short-term objectives are listed that show intended beginning' 
^nd target completion dates that encompass a tiore frame that: 

^ a* Begins and ends within the first h^l£ of the < « - 

school yeair? - ^ , ♦ ♦ ♦ - V /gC^ 

b. Begins and ends within the second half of the 

school year? , • * ♦ j 



Extends from the beginning to the end 61 the 
school year? • , 



Is less than the full school year but begins 
within the first half of the school year and 
ends within the second halff 

^Time frame i5 neither stated not implied * , 



What proportion (or amount) of the student's time is assigned to th^ 
special _^services specified on the lEP? (Include only special services 
that replace regular instruction.) (Enter if lEP does not give 
proportion or amount of timeO 



IT 



percent 



or 



minutes per wesK 



10, Vhich of the following related services is the stud^nt^intended to receive?' 

(Circle all that a^ply) 

Audiology / ^ - - ^ • * 1. 

Counseling ♦ ♦ , , ' ^ 

Medical services - v * , 

Occupational therapy • • - - ♦ - ^ 4 

Parent counseling and training , . ^ 5 

Physical therapy 6 

Psychological services 7 

Recreation " ^ 8 

Social work service ^ - ♦ 9 

Transportation ♦ 

Other . .11 



11, Which of the followlD'g best describes this lEP's statement of ratloo^e 
for placement?^ ' \ ^^^B 

1. The lEP does not Include such a statement ^ l . • : 



^ ' There is such a statement, but It doed not add to what isi 
already, cleai? from the balance of the lEP 



.V 



■Q 

. 3 



There is such a statement^ and the statement adds to 

the information provided by the balajjce of the lEP ^' 

12. Which of the forllowlng best describes the'" statement of beginning d^te(s) 
of seryiQe? 

' (Circle one) 

Is *"iaTe) specifically stated ^ • • i • • • • • ^ • • 

May be inferred from dates given for goals or objectives *^ * ^ , 2 

Must be inferred from di^te lE^ was prepared v * . * . 3 

There is insufficient information upon which to base an 

inference . ' • • % ^ * 



13. 



Which of the following best describes^^he statement(s) of duration of 
.services to be provided? ^ * . ' ' . 

(Circle one) 

Is (are) specifically stated* v • • 

May b^ inferred from dates given for, goals or objectives . .... 2 

Mu&t be inferred 'from headings ^liat state that^oals are 

'^annual" go^ls, v • 



3 
4 



Stated that servl'ces will be provided '*as lo4ig as needed'^ . . 

^ ■ * ft * " ^ 

There is insufficient information upon which to base an ' ^ 

inference ^. • • 5 , 

14/ \Vfbipli 0^ t^he following sta,tenients best desctflbe^ the evaluation procedure 
for the short*tenn objeotives? , - -^^-^-f^^-r ' " 

' ' . - ■ * - ' ' ^fOlrcle -on^)-- 

Procedure is clear from the s*hort*tenn obj^tives • ^ 1 

Procedure is precise statements of hpw the evaluatron should^ ' ^ 
be conducted • . • a 2a 

Procedure must be inferred from upclear statements or unclear 

short*terra objectives" (3)^ 

Procedure cannot be jinferred because it i^ not stated and I£P 

has. no short-term objectives • ^ . , v 4 ' 
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Which of <ho followitig st^nLcments best dcscribA the cvaliiaLion scUe<luic 
for the siiort-term objectives? * . 

* ' , . (Circie one) 

Schedule is specifically stated as being the evaluation 
^s^h^dule . . / \ . , ^ % . . - V • * - 1 



Schedule may be implied from shortj^fenn objectives S • i , 

Schedule niust be 'implied from the be^'ginning-of-treatipent and , 
end-of-treatment dates* • - \ . • • * 

Scheduled is nbt stated or implied • • • • * t . . ^ 7 4 



Vbi^h of^the following statements' best describes whether at least aa 
annilal' evaluation of short-term objectives it required? 

* ^bp^ * (Circle one) 

^11 of th^ short:*terro objectives appear to require at least 



aa annual evaluation - * ' . 

S^ome'but not all of the shoct-term objectives* appear to v 

require at least an aonuaT evaluation 1^ * 2 

Kone of tlje short-terra objectives require at least- an 

annual evaluation , • ^ , 3 ^ 

Such information Is not given aa^ cannot be inferred ' . . * 4 



5/- 



Exhlblt B 



■if 
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/ EXHIBIT B 
INDIVIDUALIZED EDUCATION PROGRA^l 



Personal Data 



Hame o£ Student 



Birth Date 



1. 



School Last Attended - /Sd^^^tftf^' ^i^r,i,,d.^JZ^^f CI t y S>^\^^y ^ 



NOTE: All In f oration ent>ered on this 
exhibit is fictitious. 



Sex /" r Race 
State 



Page I of ^ 



Approval of Parents Gaardlant or gurroRate 

I approve tne Individualized Education Program' for the above named student* 
'* ; . ' Signed 



Date 



Suronary of Present Level. of' Educational Functioning 

^Ass^ssme^t 

t 

- * Results'" 



Assessment Area 

Math Reasoning ^ ^ 

Math Fundamentals * ■** " ' - " 
, Total Math , ^ j^^-^^ /- y 

Reading Vocatftilary / . " 
Reading Comprehension ^ /y 

Total Reading „ , . ' 

Psychomotor Skills 



Assessment 
^ Instrument -Used 



Assessment Area . - 

Mechanics of English 
Spelling 

Total Language 
Total Battery 
Vocational Skills 
Self-Help Skills 
Social Adaptation 



Assessment 
Results 



As^essr.ant 
InstruDGnt Used 



Based Oft the principle of ^hff leaatf restrictive ,^/kvlrqnment , the^ollowlng reasons are given to substantiate 
why this'ptogram Is approt>rlate^ ^ ^ 
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33;:; 



page ^ of 



Educational Program 



Annual' Program Goal 



Short-Term Objective 



Strategies and/or 
Techniques 



Hartelrials and/or 
' Resources 



Krs. 

Per 

Week 



Staff 
Responsible 



Scartlng 
Date 



Expected 
End Ing 
Dace 



7 



I. 

Exp^c: 
Hasce: 
Lave! 




9" 



'^ " ^ '7 "* ' 




I 



rr 



lEP Committee Informntlon 



Dace lEP Uiis Prepared ^ " / ' 
Protmsed Review Dtite " / - / ^ 



££P Commictee Members tVlio Pnrtlclp<iced: 
name Title 



33. 



Name of Studenc_ 
Date of Entry Into Program 



FQ§>1 8 ' 

IHDIVIDUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM; IMP LEhEtJTATIOH PLAil 
Date of Birth - ACE GRABE SCHOOL 



SYSTE>t 




_Projecte3 Ending DAte_ 



j(Sisnatura of Person Completing this forz) 



11. 



Program Coals 



ill, 

Insc^uctloaai Objectiv.es 
(In<Sludes Criteria for Hasterv) 



Strategies and/or Materials 



Date 
• Started 



vl. 
Date 
Ended 



Massery cor each 
Instructional ^ Ob kc: i . ^ 



fry. 
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Date 
Ended 



Program Goals 



111. 

Instructiortal Objectives 
(Includes Criteria for htasterv) 



Iv. 



Strategies and/or MaEerlals 



v + 
Date 
Started 



vll* 

Mastery for each 
instructional Qbjec^tv^ 




IliP EVALUATION ClfKCKr.TST 

Form Ho, ...... 1 2 lEP No. 

funding Source . i 1 . • 2 . • 3 . 4 Rater 

1* How many pages are in the lEP? T 

* * 

2* Which of the following apply to this lEP? 

(Circle all that apply) 

Is typed • . 1 

Is% handwritten but easy to read 

Is handwritten and difficult to read • • • , 3 

Amount of spade provided limits number of annual goa^ 4 

Amount of space provided limits number of short*term 

objectives • • . 5 

Total lEP consists of separate lEPs from different teachers 

or service sources ^ 6 

. lEP consists of a "placement*' document and an ^^implementation^^ 
docwent i 7 



9 



For which of the following does the lEP form have a specific heading 
(A)? For which of the* headings has information been entered (B)? 

A B 

4 ^ Information 

^ . ' Includes Has Been 

Heading Entered 

Student's age or birthdate • • * • (\) 

Student's grade level ^ • ^ 2 

Student's sex 

Student's race k 

Student's primary language / 5, 5 

Present level of performance information • < • .(V^ 

Assessment data to support present level , 

of performance \T) (j) • 

Date of the assessment of present level 

of performance . . . ^ . 8 • • • 8^ 

Nature of student's handicap • . • • 9 9 

Student's strengths • • • ^ 10 10 

Student's special interests ^ .11 11 

Student's school attendance record * \ 12 12 

^ = 4 i 



(cpntinucil) 

< ' , ^ InfonnatloQ 

^ laclades Has Been 

'^'^^^ * * J ' ' Headiag Entered 

Placefltent reconunendation . . . x - ^'^jy- 13 13 

Services (''special" or "related") to be' provided . .14 . .J^x^^A 

Rationale for placement or services (^i- * * 

Personnel responsible for services ^ . . ^ * ^ * 

Date service is to begin ^ . . ^ * ^ * ^) 

Anticipated duration of service . . . 

Recomniend^d extent of participation in regular ^^^^ 

program . * ^\ - . . 

Physical, education needs . :W * .20 20 

Date of prSparation of lEP ^ . . . . (ip ^ 

Participants in the lEP process ^ \ . ^ ' ' ' ' 

Signature ^ individuals who approved the I£p . * .23 .... *.23 

Titles of individuals who approved the lEP ' ' - 

Parental, approval , . . , . ^55) 

Results of parental notification .26 26 

} — ' : 

Annual goals @ ... . @ 

Priority listing of annual goals * 28 28 



Short-term objectives . . . . . . ^ 

Recommended inst^ctional materials, resources » 

strategies, or techniques Q§} ^ ... (3 

bate sHort-term objectives met 31 31 

Proposed evaluation criteria ^ * * ' 

Proposed evaluation proc^ure . . / ' . . .33 33 

Proposed evaluation schedule 3A .... t3A 

Proposed lEP revi^y ^ate . .\ . ^ - * * * 

Actual lEP review d^^e / 36 36 

Results of lEP review?^^ 37 .... .37 

Partica|iaetS^n lEP revKV > ^. > .38 . . . .38 

Other Dm^^ ^/ /V^ji^^^ ^^^^ 0 39 

. .AO . . .* . .AO 
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Which and how uny of each of the followiag were participaats, in the l£P 
procets (A)? Which and hov sany of etch tisaed the I£P (B)? 



h 
c 

-^d 
e 
f 
S 

i 

j 

I 



Regular class rooam^acher . 

Special educfilioa teacher ' 

Physical education teacher . . 
Speech or language therapist . . . 
Physical or occupational ther^ist 




Other therapist .... 

One of the above^ but can^l^ell which 

Qualified lEA representative 

Principal or assistant principal . . . 

School representative 

Supervisor (or facility supervisor) ^ . 

C^s'at manager, chairperson, prograp 
nag^r, or program Coordinator 



Participated 
in the 
Process 



B 

Sigped 
. the 
lEP 



(Write in, nuabers) 



L 



I 



School psychologist or psychometrist 
Counselor 

Social worker 

Hurse . * . * 

Parent » guardian » or surrogate . * . . ^ j_ 

The' student ' ^ ^ 
tTime without no 
Other 



11 mt 



Qg position 



Which of the following is true of the^ l£P format c^garding the provision for 
parental, guardian, or surrogate approval?^ -^oes the lEP show disapproval ? 

' . , . (Circle one of the 

\ ^ first six numbers ; 

circle 7 if appropriate.) 

Approval' (o|: disapproval) wuld be fox the entire lEP 1} 

Approval (or 'disapproval) woi^ld be for annual goals 

1>uL not for short-term objectives 2 

Approval (or disapproval) would t»e for part but not 

all of the short-^tent objectives \JJ 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for services to 

be provided but not for annual goals or short*tenn objectives ... A i 

Approval (or disapproval) would be for some portion of 

the lEP, but canoot determine what would be approyed. 5 

Ho place for approval or disapproval Is provided 6 

The IE? was disapproved . 7 



3ii 
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6. Afe preseotilevel of fuaccioniag (A) and supportiag data (B) listed for cbe foUowiQg fuoctfftnal' 
fre4,f? In Arhlch fuocCioiial areaf if tt^ere a staCeoeQC* or a_ cL«ar '^ndicacloa fro» Che supporting 
d^ta tluc ipeci^dl education is needed (C)? ItTwhlch funcclonal areas is cEier'e a scacemenc or a - ' 
clefr iodicfClon froAi' Che 'supporting data chat special education ia^noc needed (D)? How nsny < 
^onual goals are 'listed for each functional area (£)? Hov many annual goals listed ^for each 
functional ares include a logicsl itatement of expecte^behavior to a specified standard (F)^ 



Present 

^ ' ^ " Level of ' 

- ■ Functioning 
/ . ^ Listed 

V. Reading or oral or -\ ' " 
written English^. . -Q^^ 

k,. Oral expr^^ion- . . . ^ a 
Listenj^n^ comprehension 
Written expresdim\' . 

Spelling 

Basic reading skill 
Reading cooiprehension 



B 



Supporting 
Dafa 
Listed 



Hufober 

Special Special of 
Education Education ^oals 
Heeded Hot Heeded LisOtfQ 



b. 

d, 
e, 

f. 



2* Hatheoatics r> 
s. Hatheaattcs calculation 
b. H^theiaatics reasoning 



12: 
13. 

15. 




Homber of Goals 
That Include a 
Logical Statement 
. of Expected 
Behavior to a. 
Specif ited^ Standard 



3* Science ^ - - 

4. Social ^^ieace 

J5* General academic 

-6. Other acadentic 



7. Social adaptation 
%t SeU-help skills. 
9.' Emotional 
1^ Physicsl Educatfion 



Motor skills 

a. .Gross motor skills 

b. /Fine motor skills 
Speech 

Visual acuit 
Hearing 

General^ysi^al Health . MS 



16. 



Vocat^ional/prevocational .16 . 
a. Career awareness . . . . ' a.'l'" , 



b. jCareer exploration', k^. 

c. Career preparatioa .. . o'\f^^QS 



.16 



17. Other functional 



.17 



16 

a. 
b 



16 
a 

b' 
c 



17 



17 




1/ 

J'' 




7,' Hdw *aay short*tenn objectives are listed f<ir ea'ch iunctional area (A)? flow 
Dway short-tferm objetfcLves listed for each functipnal area include a logical 
^tataneot of ei^ected^behavior to a specified standard (B)? How maDy of 
the ob3e<?tivea^lisarly are a part of a standard ^curriculum (C)? How many are 
i^tend^ed t>^ mfet' ia the regular classifoom (D)? . ' . ^ 



Kumber of 

Short-Term 

Objectives 

Reading or oral or ^ 
written English ^ , . . 3^ 

a« OmI expression 

Lis teaings comprehends ion . 

c. Written expression . . . 

d. Spelling h 
Basic reading skill. , ^ 

f* Reading 'Comprehension. . \ ^ 



Kumber of 
Objectives that 
.Include a Logical 

Statement of . 
Expect«d ^havior 
to a S^ftfied 
Stfl|d 



Kumber of 
Objectives 

That Are 
Part of an 
Establ^^ed 
.Curriculum 



Kumber gf 
Objectives 
To fife Met 

In The . 

Reguia r 
Classroom 



2. Mathematics 

Mathematics calculation 
b.^ Mathematics reasoning. < 



3, 

■I- 



* 7, 

8, 
9, 
10, 



11 



12. 

13; 

14. 
15. 



16. 



17, 



Science ; 

Social science. . vy, . . . 

■ General acadeiqic. j 

Othsr academic 

^Social adaptation . . \ . . 

jai%-help skills ^-^ l_ 

Rational . . 

f^jrsica^ Education - ^ . - 

Motor skills , , . ^ ^ 3 
a. Gross motor skills - - - S 

Fipe motor skills . * * 

Speech . * V < . < 

Visual acuity . . ^ , . ^ , 

Hearing . ^ • . 7 

General' [physical health -\ 

_J . 

Vocationalyprevocataonal . C 

a. Career awareness, i . _v 

b-^Career exploration..,; ^ 

c!^Career preparat^ion . * . 

Other functional . . ' ^ 
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8» How maay sliort-tem objectives are Listed that sUow LciteculetJ beginaiag 
^ad target completioa dates that encompass a time frame tbpt: 

a\ Begins and eads withia the first half of the 

' school year? : ■ / 

b. Be| ins ahd ends within the second half of the ^ 
school year? . ^ 

c. Extends from Che bglylaaiag to the ead/o.f the ' §) ^ 
sqbool year? . . ■ // 

d-* ,1s less than the full school year but begins 

withia the fii^st half of the school year and 

ends withia the second half? . * * ^ . . . 

e. Time frame is neither stated nor imp^ed ....... *. 

9- What proportion (or amount) of the student*s time is assigned to the 
special *servic?s specifi^ed on tt\e lEP? (Include only special services 
that replace regular instruction^ (Enter 'V** if lEP does not give 
proportion or amount of time.) ^ 

Dercent or 1X00 

minutes per week 

— I — ^ 

10. Which of the following related services is the student intended to receive? 
'*/ ' ' (Circle all that apply) 

^ Audiology . ^ . . \ 1 

Counseling ^ 2 ^ 

' Medical services *. 3 

Occupational therapy . ^ 4 

Parent counseling and t'raining 5 

Physical therapy 6 

Psychological^ services - -7 ^ 7 ^ m 

'Recreation ' ^ \. . . Z 

' Social work service v - . . . , 9 

Transportation ,10 

Other \ . .11 
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11* Which of the following best ^e^cribes tlfis lEP's statement of rationale 

for placement^ . " " ^ 

" . ^ (Circle- one) 

; r The'^'lEP does not include such a statement ^ 1 

There is such a st^atemeat, but it does not add to what is 

already clear from the balance of the lEP • • • • : • . . • 2 ^ 

TbSrct^s such a statement., ^nd the statement adds to l,^ 
the information provided by* the balance of the IE? -(3) 

12, ^ Which of the following besc describes the statement orf beginning date(s) 

of service? . * ' . " ' ^ ^ 

, • . . \ (Pircie one) 

Is (are) specifically stated \ - 1 

May be inferred from dates* given for goals or objectives . \ ^/ r 

flust be inferred from dare lEP was prepared . . . .v3 

There is insufficient infotmatibn upon which to base an^ 

inference ! % • . :^ 4 

13. Which of the following best describes the statem^nt(s) of duration of 
services to be provided? . * / " • , 

(Circle one) 

Is (are) specifically stated • ^* ^ 1 

May be inferred from dates given* for goa^ls or objectives . . . , 

Must be inferred from headings Jthat state that goals are ' 

**aanual'* goals 3 

States that services will be provided ^*Us long ds n|^eded'' , . . 4 

There is insuff iclent'^MiT^rmatioh upon which to^ha^e ^n . 

inference ^ • ' , . . 5 

^4, Which of the folldwing statements best describes the evaluation procedure, 
for the short-term objectives? * ^ ' ^ ♦ 

, ' ' ((Circle one) 

Procedure's cleai? froip the short-term objectives .^J) 

Procedure ia precise statements of how the evaluation should ^ 
be conducted • *^ • 2 

Procedure must b^ inferred from 'unclear statements or unclear 

short-term objectives • • • , 3' 

Procedure cannot be inferred because it is not stated and lEP ^ 
has no short-term objectives • . . < U 
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/ ■ 

' i 

15. Wbich of the following stalcmonts bost describos the cvatuatioti sche'iulc 
tor the short-term objectives? 

* ^» * . (Circle one) 

* *■ 

Schedule is specifically stated as being the evaluation 

schedule * * t * * * ******* T 

Schedule may b'e^iEitplied from short-term objectives * ** 

^ Schedule must be implied from the beglnning-of-treatnien& and 

end*of*treatment dates * *^ * * * * ^ * * . * >^ ' 

Schedule is not stat^ed or implied ***.*' n — ^ / * * 4 

16. Which of the following statements best describes whether at least an 
annual evaluation of short*tenn objectives is required? 

' ' ' ^ 4 * (Circle one) 

-All\ of the short-term objectives appear to require at l^ast ^^^^ 
* / ''an annual evaluation * * / /Tj 

3temfe*but not all' of the short'term objectives appear to 
1^ '\ require at least an ^annual evaluation * * * » 2 

Hone of the short-term objectives require at least an 

annual evaluation * * * .3 

^ Such information is not given and cannot be inferred 4 

r 

: t 
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